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Preface 


As a graduate student at the University of Chicago following World War II, I 
had the privilege of serving as Professor Morgenthau’s research assistant. 
Later we joined in the preparation of a book of text and readings entitled 
Principles and Problems of International Politics. He was primarily responsi- 
ble for my returning to the university in the early 1950s as a member of the 
Department of Political Science. When it was agreed I should edit a festsch- 
rift in his honor, we worked together in identifying former students, col- 
leagues, and friends especially familiar with his writings. In later years when 
our professional responsibilities brought us together in New York, we had 
frequent contacts and long discussions. As a member of several advisory com- 
mittees, he contributed significantly to the programs of the Rockefeller Foun- 
dation for which I worked. A few weeks before he died he presented a paper 
on the presidency and foreign policy at a Miller Center conference at the 
University of Virginia. On a personal as well as a professional level, our 
friendship and intellectual collaboration continued until his last days. 

Our close association has made the preparation of a sixth edition of his 
classic work, Politics Among Nations, both simpler and more difficult. On the 
one hand, I have kept myself reasonably familiar with the evolution of his 
thought from the publication of Scientific Man vs. Power Politics to the review 
after his death of certain unpublished essays. When Bertrand W. Lummus, 
Senior Editor of the College Department of McGraw-Hill, invited me to 
prepare a new edition of Politics, I felt confident that I possessed the neces- 
sary knowledge for the task. On the other hand, upon undertaking the revi- 
sion and reviewing Professor Morgenthau’s last writings, I discovered impor- 
tant new developments in the final stages of his work of which I had not 
known. It would have been surprising if this had not been true, for he took 
as his guiding principle not the defense of an intellectual position but “the 
quest for truth.” 

In keeping with my discovery of the continuous unfolding of his thought, 
1 have attempted in this edition to let Morgenthau speak for himself when- 
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ever possible. Thanks to the cooperation of his children, Susanna and Mat- 
thew, my assistant and I have had access to his papers on deposit at Alderman 
Library at the University of Virginia. Mr. Peter Gellman has been tireless in 
joining me in the search for further writings, whether published or unpub- 
lished, that touched on the most urgent problems confronting mankind in the 
late 1970s and 1980s. In his preface to the fifth edition, revised, Morgenthau’ 
wrote of that edition’s continuing “in an organic and almost inevitable fashion 
the work of the preceding editions.” Ever mindful of the fact that his great 
work has had an integrity throughout successive editions, I have undertaken 
to preserve it in ways that would have been impossible without the use of his 
own writings. I have also consulted his draft manuscripts, letters to editors, 
and professional correspondence. 

At the same time, the fifth edition has had to be updated and revised to 
reflect changes that have occurred since Professor Morgenthau’s death. Mr. 
Gellman and I have sought to substitute factual information and data wher- 
ever required while recognizing that even as we worked, the tides of history 
were making obsolete some of our evidence on topics like population, indus- 
trial production, decisions of the International Court of Justice, and actions 
by the United Nations. On subjects such as human rights, détente, and the 
nuclear problem, I have made substantial revisions—introducing wherever 
possible fragments of Morgenthau’s own writings. Because his mind was so 
creative and subtle, no would-be literary executor can declare with certainty 
that Morgenthau would have formulated his views and presented them in 
precisely the context in which they are put forward here. I can only affirm 
that I have tried to be faithful to his philosophy and to his views on problems 
and policies as I understood them. 


Charlottesville, Virginia Kenneth W. Thompson 
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International 
Politics 





A Realist Theory of 


International Polttics 


This book purports to present a theory of international politics. The test by 
which such a theory must be judged is not @ priori and abstract but empirical 
and pragmatic. The theory, in other words, must be judged not by some 
preconceived abstract principle or concept unrelated to reality, but by its 
purpose: to bring order and meaning to a mass of phenomena which without 
it would remain disconnected and unintelligible. It must meet a dual test, an 
empirical and a logical one: Do the facts as they actually are lend themselves 
to the interpretation the theory has put upon them, and do the conclusions at 
which the theory arrives follow with logical necessity from its premises? In 
short, is the theory consistent with the facts and within itself? 

The issue this theory raises concerns the nature of all politics. The history 
of modern political thought is the story of a contest between two schools that 
differ fundamentally in their conceptions of the nature of man, society, and 
politics. One believes that a rational and moral political order, derived from 
universally valid abstract principles, can be achieved here and now. It as- 
sumes the essential goodness and infinite malleability of human nature, and 
blames the failure of the social order to measure up to the rational standards 
on lack of knowledge and understanding, obsolescent social institutions, or 
the depravity of certain isolated individuals or groups. It trusts in education, 
reform, and the sporadic use of force to remedy these defects. 

The other school believes that the world, imperfect as it is from the ra- 
tional point of view, is the result of forces inherent in human nature. To 
improve the world one must work with those forces, not against them. This 
being inherently a world of opposing interests and of conflict among them, 
moral principles can never be fully realized, but must at best be approximated 
through the ever temporary balancing of interests and the ever precarious 
settlement of conflicts. This school, then, sees in a system of checks and bal- 
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ances a universal principle for all pluralist societies. It appeals to historic prec- 
edent rather than to abstract principles, and aims at the realization of the 
lesser evil rather than of the absolute good. 

This theoretical concern with human nature as it actually is, and with the 
historic processes as they actually take place, has earned for the theory pre- 
sented here the name of realism. What are the tenets of political realism? No 
systematic exposition of the philosophy of political realism can be attempted 
here; it will suffice to single out six fundamental principles, which have fre- 
quently been misunderstood. 


SIX PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL REALISM 


1. Political realism believes that politics, like society in general, is governed 
by objective laws that have their roots in human nature. In order to improve 
society it is first necessary to understand the laws by which society lives. The 
operation of these laws being impervious to our preferences, men will chal- 
lenge them only at the risk of failure. 

Realism, believing as it does in the objectivity of the laws of politics, 
must also believe in the possibility of developing a rational theory that re- 
flects, however imperfectly and one-sidedly, these objective laws. It believes 
also, then, in the possibility of distinguishing in politics between truth and 
opinion—between what is true objectively and rationally, supported by evi- 
dence and illuminated by reason, and what is only a subjective judgment, 
divorced from the facts as they are and informed by prejudice and wishful 
thinking. 

Human nature, in which the laws of politics have their roots, has not 
changed since the classical philosophies of China, India, and Greece endeav- | 
ored to discover these laws. Hence, novelty is not necessarily a virtue in 
political theory, nor is old age a defect. The fact that a theory of politics, if 
there be such a theory, has never been heard of before tends to create a 
presumption against, rather than in favor of, its soundness. Conversely, the 
fact that a theory of politics was developed hundreds or even thousands of 
years ago—as was the theory of the balance of power—does not create a 
presumption that it must be outmoded and obsolete. A theory of politics must 
be subjected to the dual test of reason and experience. To dismiss such a 
theory because it had its flowering in centuries past is to present not a rational 
argument but a modernistic prejudice that takes for granted the superiority of 
the present over the past. To dispose of the revival of such a theory as a 
“fashion” or “fad” is tantamount to assuming that in matters political we can 
have opinions but no truths. 

For realism, theory consists in ascertaining facts and giving them mean- 
ing through reason. It assumes that the character of a foreign policy can be 
ascertained only through the examination of the political acts performed and 
of the foreseeable consequences of these acts. Thus we can find out what 
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statesmen have actually done, and from the foreseeable consequences of their 
acts we can surmise what their objectives might have been. 

Yet examination of the facts is not enough. To give meaning to the factual 
raw material of foreign policy, we must approach political reality with a kind 
of rational outline, a map that suggests to us the possible meanings of foreign 
policy. In other words, we put ourselves in the position of a statesman who 
must meet a certain problem of foreign policy under certain circumstances, 
and we ask ourselves what the rational alternatives are from which a states- 
man may choose who must meet this problem under these circumstances 
(presuming always that he acts in a rational manner), and which of these ra- 
tional alternatives this particular statesman, acting under these circumstances, 
is likely to choose. It is the testing of this rational hypothesis against the actual 
facts and their consequences that gives theoretical meaning to the facts of 
international politics. 

2. The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through 
the landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in 
terms of power. This concept provides the link between reason trying to un- 
‘derstand international politics and the facts to be understood. It sets politics 
as an autonomous sphere of action and understanding apart from other 
spheres, such as economics (understood in terms of interest defined as 
wealth), ethics, aesthetics, or religion. Without such a concept a theory of 
politics, international or domestic, would be altogether impossible, for with- 
out it we could not distinguish between political and nonpolitical facts, nor 
could we bring at least a measure of systemic order to the political sphere. 

We assume that statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as 
power, and the evidence of history bears that assumption out. That assump- 
tion allows us to retrace and anticipate, as it were, the steps a statesman— 
past, present, or future—has taken or will take on the political scene. We 
look over his shoulder when he writes his dispatches; we listen in on his 
conversation with other statesmen; we read and anticipate his very thoughts. 
Thinking in terms of interest defined as power, we think as he does, and as 
disinterested observers we understand his thoughts and actions perhaps bet- 
’ ter than he, the actor on the political scene, does himself. 

The concept of interest defined as power imposes intellectual discipline 
upon the observer, infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics, 
and thus makes the theoretical understanding of politics possible. On the side 
of the actor, it provides for rational discipline in action and creates that as- 
tounding continuity in foreign policy which makes American, British, or Rus- 
sian foreign policy appear as in intelligible, rational continuum, by and large 
consistent within itself, regardless of the different motives, preferences, and 
intellectual and moral qualities of successive statesmen. A realist theory of 
international politics, then, will guard against two popular fallacies: the con- 
cern with motives and the concern with ideological preferences. 

To search for the clue to foreign policy exclusively in the motives of 
statesmen is both futile and deceptive. It is futile because motives are the 
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most illusive of psychological data, distorted as they are, frequently beyond 
recognition, by the interests and emotions of actor and observer alike. Do we 
really know what our own motives are? And what do we know of the motives 
of others? 

Yet even if we had access to the real motives of statesmen, that knowl- 
edge would help us little in understanding foreign policies, and might well 
lead us astray. It is true that the knowledge of the statesman’s motives may 
give us one among many clues as to what the direction of his foreign policy 
might be. It cannot give us, however, the one clue by which to predict his 
foreign policies. History shows no exact and necessary correlation between 
the quality of motives and the quality of foreign policy. This is true in both 
moral and political terms. 

We cannot conclude from the good intentions of a statesman that his 
foreign policies will be either morally praiseworthy or politically successful. 
Judging his motives, we can say that he will not intentionally pursue. policies 
that are morally wrong, but we can say nothing about the probability of their 
success. If we want to know the moral and political qualities of his actions, 
we must know them, not his motives. How often have statesmen been moti- 
vated by the desire to improve the world, and ended by making it worse? 
And how often have they sought one goal, and ended by achieving something 
they neither expected nor desired? 

Neville Chamberlain's politics of appeasement were, as far as we can 
judge, inspired by good motives; he was probably less motivated by consid- 
erations of personal power than were many other British prime ministers, and 
he sought to preserve peace and to assure the happiness of all concerned. Yet 
his policies helped to make the Second World War inevitable, and to bring 
untold miseries to millions of people. Sir Winston Churchill’s motives, on the — 
other hand, were much less universal in scope and much more narrowly di- 
rected toward personal and national power, yet the foreign policies that 
sprang from these inferior motives were certainly superior in moral and polit- 
ical quality to those pursued by his predecessor. Judged by his motives, Ro- 
bespierre waszone of the most virtuous men who ever lived. Yet it was the 
utopian radicalism of that very virtue that made him kill those less virtuous 
than himself, brought him to the scaffold, and destroyed the revolution of 
which he was a leader. 

Good motives give assurance against deliberately bad policies; they do 
not guarantee the moral goodness and political success of the policies they 
inspire. What is important to know, if one wants to understand foreign policy, 
is not primarily the motives of a statesman, but his intellectual ability to com- 
prehend the essentials of foreign policy, as well as his political ability to trans- 
late what he has comprehended into successful political action. It follows that 
while ethics in the abstract judges the moral qualities of motives, political 
theory must judge the political qualities of intellect, will, and action. 

A realist theory of international politics will also avoid the other popular 
fallacy of equating the foreign policies of a statesman with his philosophic or 
political sympathies, and of deducing the former from the latter. Statesmen, 
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especially under contemporary conditions, may well make a habit of present- 
ing their foreign policies in terms of their philosophic and political sympathies 
in order to gain popular support for them. Yet they will distinguish with Lin- 
coln between their “official duty,” which is to think and act in terms of the 
national interest, and their “personal wish,” which is to see their own moral 
values and political principles realized throughout the world. Political realism 
does not require, nor does it condone, indifference to political ideals and 
moral principles, but it requires indeed a sharp distinction between the de- 
sirable and the possible—between what is desirable everywhere and at all 
times and what is possible under the concrete circumstances of time and 
place. 

It stands to reason that not all foreign policies have always followed so 
rational, objective, and unemotional a course. The contingent elements of 
personality, prejudice, and subjective preference, and of all the weaknesses 
of intellect and will which flesh is heir to, are bound to deflect foreign policies 
from their rational course. Especially where foreign policy is conducted under 
the conditions of democratic control, the need to marshal popular emotions 
to the support of foreign policy cannot fail to impair the rationality of foreign 
policy itself. Yet a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for 
the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements and seek 
to paint a picture of foreign policy which presents the rational essence to be 
found in experience, without the contingent deviations from rationality which 
are also found in experience. 

Deviations from rationality which are not the result of the personal whim 
or the personal psychopathology of the policy maker may appear contingent 
only from the vantage point of rationality, but may themselves be elements 
in a coherent system of irrationality. The possibility of constructing, as it 
were, a counter-theory of irrational politics is worth exploring. 

When one reflects upon the development of American thinking on for- 
eign policy, one is struck by the persistence of mistaken attitudes that have 
survived—under whatever guises—both intellectual argument and political 
experience. Once that wonder, in true Aristotelian fashion, has been trans- 
formed into the quest for rational understanding, the quest yields a conclusion 
both comforting and disturbing: we are here in the presence of intellectual 
defects shared by all of us in different ways and degrees. Together they pro- 
vide the outline of a kind of pathology of international politics. When the 
human mind approaches reality with the purpose of taking action, of which 
the political encounter is one of the outstanding instances, it is often led 
astray by any of four common mental phenomena: residues of formerly ade- 
quate modes of thought and action now rendered obsolete by a new social 
reality; demonological interpretations of reality which substitute a fictitious 
reality—peopled by evil persons rather than seemingly intractable issues— 
for the actual one; refusal to come to terms with a threatening state of affairs 
by denying it through illusory verbalization; reliance upon the infinite malle- 
ability of a seemingly obstreperous reality. 

Man responds to social situations with repetitive patterns. The same sit- 
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uation, recognized in its identity with previous situations, evokes the same 
response. The mind, as it were, holds in readiness a number of patterns ap- 
propriate for different situations; it then requires only the identification of a 
particular case to apply to it the preformed pattern appropriate to it. Thus the 
human mind follows the principle of economy of effort, obviating an exami- 
nation de novo of each individual situation and the pattern of thought and 
action appropriate to it. Yet when matters are subject to dynamic change, 
traditional patterns are no longer appropriate: they must be replaced by new 
ones reflecting such change. Otherwise a gap will open between traditional 
patterns and new realities, and thought and action will be misguided. 

On the international plane it is no exaggeration to say that the very struc- 
ture of international relations—as reflected in political institutions, diplomatic 
procedures, and legal arrangements—has tended to become at variance with, 
and in large measure irrelevant to, the reality of international politics. While 
the former assumes the “sovereign equality” of all nations, the latter is dom- 
inated by an extreme inequality of nations, two of which are called superpow- 
ers because they hold in their hands the unprecedented power of total de- 
struction, and many of which are called “ministates” because their power is 
minuscule even compared with that of the traditional nation states. It is this 
contrast and incompatibility between the reality of international politics and 
the concepts, institutions, and procedures designed to make intelligible and 
control the former, which has caused, at least below the great-power level, 
the unmanageability of international relations which borders on anarchy. In- 
ternational terrorism and the different government reactions to it, the in- 
volvement of foreign governments in the Lebanese civil war, the military op- 
erations of the United States in Southeast Asia, and the military intervention 
of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe cannot be explained or justified by 
reference to traditional concepts, institutions, and procedures. 

All these situations have one characteristic in common. The modern fact 
of interdependence requires a political order which takes that fact into ac- 
count, while in reality the legal and institutional superstructure, harking back 
to the ninteenth century, assumes the existence of a multiplicity of self-suffi- 
cient, impenetrable, sovereign nation states. These residues of an obsolescent 
legal and institutional order not only stand in the way of a rational transfor- 
mation of international relations in light of the inequality of power and the 
interdependence of interests, but they also render precarious, if not impossi- 
ble, more rational policies within the defective framework of such a system. 

It is a characteristic of primitive thinking to personalize social problems. 
That tendency is particularly strong when the problem appears not to be sus- 
ceptible to rational understanding and successful manipulation. When a par- 
ticular person or group of persons is identified with the recalcitrant difficulty, 
that may seem to render the problem both intellectually accessible and sus- 
ceptible of solution. Thus belief in Satan as the source of evil makes us “un- 
derstand” the nature of evil by focusing the search for its origin and control 
upon a particular person whose physical existence we assume. The complexity 
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of political conflict precludes such simple solutions. Natural catastrophes will 
not be prevented by burning witches; the threat of a powerful Germany to 
establish hegemony over Europe will not be averted by getting rid of a 
succession of German leaders. But by identifying the issue with certain per- 
sons over whom we have—or hope to have—control we reduce the problem, 
both intellectually and pragmatically, to manageable proportions. Once we 
have identified certain individuals and groups of individuals as the source of 
evil, we appear to have understood the causal nexus that leads from the in- 
dividuals to the social problem; that apparent understanding suggests the ap- 
parent solution: Eliminate the individuals “responsible” for it, and you have 
solved the problem. 

Superstition still holds sway over our relations within society. The de- 
monological pattern of thought and action has now been transferred to other 
fields of human action closed to the kind of rational enquiry and action that 
have driven superstition from our relations with nature. As William Graham 
Sumner put it, “The amount of superstition is not much changed, but it now 
attaches to politics, not to religion.”’ The numerous failures of the United 
States to recognize and respond to the polycentric nature of Communism is a 
prime example of this defect. The corollary of this indiscriminate opposition 
to Communism is the indiscriminate support of governments and movements 
that profess and practice anti-Communism. American policies in Asia and 
Latin America have derived from this simplistic position. The Vietnam War 
and our inability to come to terms with mainland China find here their ration- 
ale. So do the theory and practice of counterinsurgency, including large-scale 
assassinations under the Phoenix program in Vietnam and the actual or at- 
tempted assassinations of individual statesmen. Signs of a similar approach 
have been evident more recently in Central America. 

The demonological approach to foreign policy strengthens another path- 
ological tendency, which is the refusal to acknowledge and cope effectively 
with a threatening reality. The demonological approach has shifted our atten- 
tion and concern towards the adherents of communism— individuals at home 
and abroad, political movements, foreign governments—and away from the 
real threat: the power of states, Communist or not. McCarthyism not only 
provided the most pervasive American example of the demonological ap- 
proach but was also one of the most extreme examples of this kind of mis- 
judgment: it substituted the largely illusory threat of domestic subversion for 
the real threat of Russian power. 

Finally, it is part of this approach to politics to believe that no prob- 
lems—however hopeless they may appear—are really insoluble, given well- 
meaning, well-financed, and competent efforts. I have tried elsewhere to lay 
bare the intellectual and historical roots of this belief;? here I limit myself to 
pointing out its persistent strength despite much experience to the contrary, 
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such as the Vietnam War and the general decline of American power. This 
preference for economic solutions to political and military problems is pow- 
erfully reinforced by the interests of potential recipients of economic support, 
who prefer the obviously profitable transfer of economic advantages to painful 
and risky diplomatic bargaining. 

The difference between international politics as it actually is and a ra- 
tional theory derived from it is like the difference between a photograph and 
a painted portrait. The photograph shows everything that can be seen by the 
naked eye; the painted portrait does not show everything that can be seen by 
the naked eye, but it shows, or at least seeks to show, one thing that the 
naked eye cannot see: the human essence of the person portrayed. 

Political realism contains not only a theoretical but also a normative ele- 
ment. It knows that political reality is replete with contingencies and systemic 
irrationalities and points to the typical influences they exert upon foreign pol- 
icy. Yet it shares with all social theory the need, for the sake of theoretical 
understanding, to stress the rational elements of political reality; for it is these 
rational elements that make reality intelligible for theory. Political realism 
presents the theoretical construct of a rational foreign policy which experience 
can never completely achieve. 

At the same time political realism considers a rational foreign policy to 
be good foreign policy; for only a rational foreign policy minimizes risks and 
maximizes benefits and, hence, complies both with the moral precept of prud- 
ence and the political requirement of success. Political realism wants the pho- 
tographic picture of the political world to resemble as much as possible its 
painted portrait. Aware of the inevitable gap between good—that is, ra- 
tional—foreign policy and foreign policy as it actually is, political realism 
maintains not only that theory must focus upon the rational elements of polit- 
ical reality, but also that foreign policy ought to be rational in view of its own 
moral and practical purposes. 

Hence, it is no argument against the theory here presented that actual 
foreign policy does not or cannot live up to it. That argument misunderstands 
the intention of this book, which is to present not an indiscriminate descrip- 
tion of political reality, but a rational theory of international politics. Far from 
being invalidated by the fact that, for instance, a perfect balance of power 
policy will scarcely be found in reality, it assumes that reality, being deficient 
in this respect, must be understood and evaluated as an approximation to an 
ideal system of balance of power. 

3. Realism assumes that its key concept of interest defined as power is 
an objective category which is universally valid, but it does not endow that 
concept with a meaning that is fixed once and for all. The idea of interest is 
indeed of the essence of politics and is unaffected by the circumstances of 
time and place. Thucydides’ statement, born of the experiences of ancient 
Greece, that “identity of interests is the surest of bonds whether between 
states or individuals” was taken up in the nineteenth century by Lord Salis- 
bury’s remark that “the only bond of union that endures” among nations is 
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“the absence of all clashing interests.” It was erected into a general principle 
of government by George Washington: 


A small knowledge of human nature will convince us, that, with far the greatest 
part of mankind, interest is the governing principle; and that almost every man 
is more or less, under its influence. Motives of public virtue may for a time,or in 
particular instances, actuate men to the observance of a conduct purely disinter- 
ested; but they are not of themselves sufficient to produce persevering conformity 
to the refined dictates and obligations of social duty. Few men are capable of 
making a continual sacrifice of all views of private interest, or advantage, to the 
common good. It is vain to exclaim against the depravity of human nature on this 
account; the fact is so, the experience of every age and nation has proved it and 
we must in a great measure, change the constitution of man, before we can make 
it otherwise. No institution, not built on the presumptive truth of these maxims 
can succeed.” 


It was echoed and enlarged upon in our century by Max Weber's observation: 


Interests (material and ideal), not ideas, dominate directly the actions of men. 
Yet the “images of the world” created by these ideas have very often served as 
switches determining the tracks on which the dynamism of interests kept actions 
moving.‘ 


Yet the kind of interest determining political action in a particular period 
of history depends upon the political and cultural context within which foreign 
policy is formulated. The goals that might be pursued by nations in their 
foreign policy can run the whole gamut of objectives any nation has ever 
pursued or might possibly pursue. 

The same observations apply to the concept of power. Its content and 
the manner of its use are determined by the political and cultural environ- 
ment. Power may comprise anything that establishes and maintains the con- 
trol of man over man. Thus power covers all social relationships which serve 
that end, from physical violence to the most subtle psychological ties by 
which one mind controls another. Power covers the domination of man by 
man, both when it is disciplined by moral ends and controlled by constitu- 
tional safeguards, as in Western democracies, and when it is that untamed 
and barbaric force which finds its laws in nothing but its own strength and its 
sole justification in its aggrandizement. 

Political realism does not assume that the contemporary conditions under 
which foreign policy operates, with their extreme instability and the ever 
present threat of large-scale violence, cannot be changed. The balance of 
power, for instance, is indeed a perennial element of all pluralistic societies, 
as the authors of The Federalist papers well knew; yet it is capable of operat- 
ing, as it does in the United States, under the conditions of relative stability 
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and peaceful conflict. If the factors that have given rise to these conditions 
can be duplicated on the international scene, similar conditions of stability 
and peace will then prevail there, as they have over long stretches of history 
among certain nations. 

What is true of the general character of international relations is also true 
of the nation state as the ultimate point of reference of contemporary foreign 
policy. While the realist indeed believes that interest is the perennial stan- 
dard by which political action must be judged and directed, the contemporary 
connection between interest and the nation state is a product of history, and 
is therefore bound to disappear in the course of history. Nothing in the realist 
position militates against the assumption that the present division of the po- 
litical world into nation states will be replaced by larger units of a quite dif- 
ferent character, more in keeping with the technical potentialities and the 
moral requirements of the contemporary world. 

The realist parts company with other schools of thought before the all- 
important question of how the contemporary world is to be transformed. The 
realist is persuaded that this transformation can be achieved only through the 
workmanlike manipulation of the perennial forces that have shaped the past 
as they will the future. The realist cannot be persuaded that we can bring 
about that transformation by confronting a political reality that has its own 
laws with an abstract ideal that refuses to take those laws into account. 

4. Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political action. It 
is also aware of the ineluctable tension between the moral command and the 
requirements of successful political action. And it is unwilling to gloss over 
and obliterate that tension and thus to obfuscate both the moral and the po- 
litical issue by making it appear as though the stark facts of politics were 
morally more satisfying than they actually are, and the moral law less exacting 
that it actually is. 

Realism maintains that universal moral principles cannot be applied to 
the actions of states in their abstract universal formulation, but that they must 
be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place. The individ- 
ual may say for himself: “Fiat justitia, pereat mundus (Let justice be done, 
even if the world perish),” but the state has no right to say so in the name of 
those who are in its care. Both individual and state must judge political action 
by universal moral principles, such as that of liberty. Yet while the individual 
has a moral right to sacrifice himself in defense of such a moral principle, the 
state has no right to let its moral disapprobation of the infringement of liberty 
get in the way of successful political action, itself inspired by the moral prin- 
ciple of national survival. There can be no political morality without prud- 
ence; that is, without consideration of the political consequences of seemingly 
moral action. Realism, then, considers prudence—the weighing of the con- 
sequences of alternative political actions—to be the supreme virtue in poli- 
tics. Ethics in the abstract judges action by its conformity with the moral law; 
political ethics judges action by its political consequences. Classical and me- 
dieval philosophy knew this, and so did Lincoln when he said: 
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I do the very best I know how, the very best I can, and I mean to keep doing so 
until the end. If the end brings me out all right, what is said against me won't 
amount to anything. If the end brings me out wrong, ten angels swearing I was 
right would make no difference. 


5. Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular 
nation with the moral laws th govern the universe. As it distinguishes be- 
tween truth and opinion, so it distinguishes between truth and idolatry. All 
nations are tempted—and few have been able to resist the temptation for 
long—to clothe their own particular aspirations and actions in the moral pur- 
poses of the universe. To know that nations are subject to the moral law is 
one thing, while to pretend to know with certainty what is good and evil in 
the relations among nations is quite another. There is a world of difference 
between the belief that all nations stand under the judgment of God, inscru- 
table to the human mind, and the blasphemous conviction that God is always 
an one’s side and that what one wills oneself cannot fail to be willed by God 
also. 

The lighthearted equation between a particular nationalism and the coun- 
sels of Providence is morally indefensible, for it is that very sin of pride 
against which the Greek tragedians and the Biblical prophets have warned 
rulers and ruled. That equation is also politically pernicious, for it is liable to 
engender the distortion in judgment which, in the blindness of crusading 
frenzy, destroys nations and civilizations—in the name of moral principle, 
ideal, or God himself. 

On the other hand, it is exactly the concept of interest defined in terms 
of power that saves us from both that moral excess and that political folly. For 
if we look at all nations, our own included, as political entities pursuing their 
respective interests defined in terms of power, we are able to do justice to all 
of them. And we are able to do justice to all of them in a dual sense: We are 
able to judge other nations as we judge our own and, having judged them in 
this fashion, we are then capable of pursuing policies that respect the interests 
of other nations, while protecting and promoting those of our own. Modera- 
tion in policy cannot fail to reflect the moderation of moral judgment. 

6. The difference, then, between political realism and other schools of 
thought is real, and it is profound. However much of the theory of political 
realism may have been misunderstood and misinterpreted, there is no gain- 
saying its distinctive intellectual and moral attitude to matters political. 

Intellectually, the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political 
sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs. He thinks 
in terms of interest defined as power, as the economist thinks in terms of 
interest defined as wealth; the lawyer, of the conformity of action with legal 
rules; the moralist, of the conformity of action with moral principles. The 
economist asks: “How does this policy affect the wealth of society, or a seg- 
ment of it?” The lawyer asks: “Is this policy in accord with the rules of law?” 
The moralist asks: “Is this policy in accord with moral principles?” And the 
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political realist asks: “How does this policy affect the power of the nation?” 
(Or of the federal government, of Congress, of the party, of agriculture, as 
the case may be.) 

The political realist is not unaware of the existence and relevance of stan- 
dards of thought other than political ones. As political realist, he cannot but 
subordinate these other standards to those of politics. And he parts company 
with other schools when they impose standards of thought appropriate to 
other spheres upon the political sphere. It is here that political realism takes 
issue with the “legalistic-moralistic approach” to international politics. That 
this issue is not, as has been contended, a mere figment of the imagination, 
but goes to the very core of the controversy, can be shown from many histor- 
ical examples. Three will suffice to make the point.” 

In 1939 the Soviet Union attacked Finland. This action confronted 
France and Great Britain with two issues, one legal, the other political. Did 
that action violate the Covenant of the League of Nations and, if it did, what 
countermeasures should France and Great Britain take? The legal question 
could easily be answered in the affirmative, for obviously the Soviet Union 
had done what was prohibited by the Covenant. The answer to the political 
question depends, first, upon the manner in which the Russian action affected 
the interests of France and Great Britain; second upon the existing distribu- 
tion of power between France and Great Britain, on the one hand, and the 
Soviet Union and other potentially hostile nations, especially Germany, on 
the other; and, third, upon the influence that the countermeasures were 
likely to have upon the interests of France and Great Britain and the future 
distribution of power. France and Great Britain, as the leading members of 
the League of Nations, saw to it that the Soviet Union was expelled from the 
League, and they were prevented from joining Finland in the war against the 
Soviet Union only by Sweden’s refusal to allow their troops to pass through 
Swedish territory on their way to Finland. If this refusal by Sweden had not 
saved them, France and Great Britain would shortly have found themselves 
at war with the Soviet Union and Germany at the same time. 

The policy of France and Great Britain was a classic example of legalism 
in that they allowed the answer to the legal question, legitimate within its 
sphere, to determine their political actions. Instead of asking both questions, 
that of law and that of power, they asked only the question of law; and the 
answer they received could have no bearing on the issue that their very ex- 
istence might have depended upon. 

The second example illustrates the “moralistic approach” to international 
politics. It concerns the international status of the Communist government of 
China. The rise of that government confronted the Western world with two 
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issues, one moral, the other political. Were the nature and policies of that 
government in accord with the moral principles of the Western world? Should 
the Western world deal with such a government? The answer to the first 
question could not fail to be in the negative. Yet it did not follow with neces- 
sity that the answer to the second question should also be in the negative. 
The standard of thought applied to the first—the moral—question was simply 
to test the nature and the policies of the Communist government of China by 
the principles of Western morality. On the other hand, the second—the po- 
litical—question had to be subjected to the complicated test of the interests 
involved and the power available on either side, and of the bearing of one or 
the other course of action upon these interests and power. The application of 
this test could well have led to the conclusion that it would be wiser not to 
deal with the Communist government of China. To arrive at this conclusion 
by neglecting this test altogether and answering the political question in 
terms of the moral issue was indeed a classic example of the “moralistic ap- 
proach” to international politics. 

The third case illustrates strikingly the contrast between realism and the 
legalistic-moralistic approach to foreign policy. Great Britain, as one of the 
guarantors of the neutrality of Belgium, went to war with Germany in August 
1914 because Germany had violated the neutrality of Belgium. The British 
action could be justified either in realistic or legalistic-moralistic terms. That 
is to say, one could argue realistically that for centuries it had been axiomatic 
for British foreign policy to prevent the control of the Low Countries by a 
hostile power. It was then not so much the violation of Belgium’s neutrality 
per se as the hostile .-tentions of the violator which provided the rationale 
for British intervention. i the violator had been another nation but Germany, 
Great Britain might well have refrained from intervening. This is the position 
taken by Sir Edward Grey, British Foreign Secretary during that period. Un- 
der Secretary for Foreign Affairs Hardinge remarked to him in 1908: “If 
France violated Belgian neutrality in a war against Germany, it is doubtful 
whether England or Russia would move a finger to maintain Belgian neutral- 
ity, while if the neutrality of Belgium was violated by Germany, it is probable 
that the converse would be the case.” Whereupon Sir Edward Grey replied: 
“This is to the point.” Yet one could also take the legalistic and moralistic 
position that the violation of Belgium's neutrality per se, because of its legal 
and moral defects and regardless of the interests at stake and of the identity 
of the violator, justified British and, for that matter, American intervention. 
This was the position which Theodore Roosevelt took in his letter to Sir Ed- 
ward Grey of January 22, 1915: 


To me the crux of the situation has been Belgium. If England or France had 
acted toward Belgium as Germany has acted I should have opposed them, exactly 
as I now oppose Germany. I have emphatically approved your action as a model 
for what should be done by those who believe that treaties should be observed 
in good faith and that there is such a thing as international morality. I take this 


position as an American who is no more an Englishman than he is a German, 
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who endeavors loyally to serve the interests of his own country, but who also 
endeavors to do what he can for justice and decency as regards mankind at large, 
and who therefore feels obliged to judge all other nations by their conduct on 
any given occasion. 


This realist defense of the autonomy of the political sphere against its 
subversion by other modes of thought does not imply disregard for the exis- 
tence and importance of these other modes of thought. It rather implies that 
each should be assigned its proper sphere and function. Political realism is 
based upon a pluralistic conception of human nature. Real man is a composite 
of “economic man,” “political man,” “moral man,” “religious man,” etc. A 
man who was nothing but “political man” would be a beast, for he would be 
completely lacking in moral restraints. A man who was nothing but “moral 
man” would be a fool, for he would be completely lacking in prudence. A 
man who was nothing but “religious man” would be a saint, for he would be 
completely lacking in worldly desires. 

Recognizing that these different facets of human nature exist, political 
realism also recognizes that in order to understand one of them one has to 
deal with it on its own terms. That is to say, if I want to understand “religious 
man,” I must for the time being abstract from the other aspects of human 
nature and deal with its religious aspect as if it were the only one. Further- 
more, I must apply to the religious sphere the standards of thought appropri- 
ate to it, always remaining aware of the existence of other standards and their 
actual influence upon the religious qualities of man. What is true of this facet 
of human nature is true of all the others. No modern economist, for instance, 
would conceive of his science and its relations to other sciences of man in any 
other way. It is exactly through such a process of emancipation from other 
standards of thought, and the development of one appropriate to its subject 
matter, that economics has developed as an autonomous theory of the eco- 
nomic activities of man. To contribute to a similar development in the field of 
politics is indeed the purpose of political realism. 

It is in the nature of things that a theory of politics which is based upon 
such principles will not meet with unanimous approval—nor does, for that 
matter, such a foreign policy. For theory and policy alike run counter to two 
trends in our culture which are not able to reconcile themselves to the as- 
sumptions and results of a rational, objective theory of politics. One of these 
trends disparages the role of power in society on grounds that stem from the 
experience and philosophy of the nineteenth century; we shall address our- 
selves to this tendency later in greater detail.° The other trend, opposed to 
the realist theory and practice of politics, stems from the very relationship 
that exists, and must exist, between the human mind and the political sphere. 
For reasons that we shall discuss later’ the human mind in its day-by-day 
operations cannot bear to look the truth of politics straight in the face. It must 
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disguise, distort, belittle, and embellish the truth—the more so, the more 
the individual is actively involved in the processes of politics, and particularly 
in those of international politics. For only by deceiving himself about the 
nature of politics and the role he plays on the political scene is man able to 
live contentedly as a political animal with himself and his fellow men. 

Thus it is inevitable that a theory which tries to understand international 
politics as it actually is and as it ought to be in view of its intrinsic nature, 
rather than as people would like to see it, must overcome a psychological 
resistance that most other branches of learning need not face. A book devoted 
to the theoretical understanding of international politics therefore requires a 
special explanation and justification. 


The Science o 
International Polttics 


UNDERSTANDING INTERNATIONAL POLITICS 


Different Approaches 


This book has two purposes. The first is to detect and understand the forces 
that determine political relations among nations, and to comprehend the ways 
in which those forces act upon each other and upon international political 
relations and institutions. In most other branches of the social sciences this 
purpose would be taken for granted, because the natural aim of all scientific 
undertakings is to discover the forces underlying social phenomena and the 
mode of their operation. In approaching the study of international politics, 
one cannot take this purpose for granted; it therefore requires special empha- 
sis. As Dr. Grayson Kirk has put it: 


Until recent times the study of international relations in the United States has 
been dominated largely by persons who have taken one of three approaches. First 
there have been the historians who have considered international relations 
merely as recent history, in which the student is handicapped by the absence of 
an adequate amount of available data. A second group, the international lawyers, 
have properly concerned themselves primarily with the legal aspects of inter-state 
relations, but they have seldom made a serious effort to inquire into the funda- 
mental reasons for the continuing incompleteness and inadequacy of this legal 
nexus. Finally, there have been those who have been less concemed with inter- 
national relations as they are than with the more perfect system which these 
idealists would like to build. Only recently—and belatedly—have students un- 
dertaken to examine the fundamental and persistent forces of world politics, and 
the institutions which embody them, not with a view to praise or to condemn, 
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but merely in an effort to provide a better understanding of these basic drives 
which determine the foreign policies of states. Thus the political scientist is mov- 
ing into the international field at last.’ 


Professor Charles E. Martin has taken up Dr. Kirk’s theme by pointing to 


. the problem which faces the students and the teachers of international re- 
lations more than any other, namely, that dualism we have to face in moving in 
two different and opposite areas. I mean the area of institutions of peace which 
are related to the adjustment of disputes and the area of power politics and war. 
Yet, it must be so. There is no escape from it. . . . I think probably one of the 
greatest indictments of our attitude in teaching in the last twenty years has been 
to write off glibly the institution of war and to write off the books the influence 
of power politics. I think political scientists make a great mistake in doing so. We 
should be the very ones who are studying power politics and its implications and 
the situations growing out of it, and we should be the ones who study the insti- 
tution of war.* 


Defined in such terms, international politics as an academic discipline is 
- distinct from recent history and current events, international law, and politi- 
cal reform. 

International politics embraces more than recent history and current 
events. The observer is surrounded by the contemporary scene with its ever 
shifting emphasis and changing perspectives. He cannot find solid ground on 
which to stand, or objective standards of evaluation, without getting down to 
fundamentals that are revealed only by the correlation of recent events with 
the more distant past and the perennial qualities of human nature underlying 
both. 

International politics cannot be reduced to legal rules and institutions. 
International politics operates within the framework of such rules and through 
the instrumentality of such institutions. But it is no more identical with them 
than American politics on the national level is identical with the American 
Constitution, the federal laws, and the agencies of the federal government. 

Concerning attempts to reform international politics before making an 
effort to understand what international politics is about, we share William 
Graham Sumner’s view: 


The worst vice in political discussions is that dogmatism which takes its stand on 
great principles or assumptions, instead of standing on an exact examination of 
things as they are and human nature as it is. . . . An ideal is formed of some 
higher or better state of things than now exists, and almost unconsciously the 
ideal is assumed as already existing and made the basis of speculations which have 
no root. . . . The whole method of abstract speculation on political topics is 
vicious. It is popular because it is easy; it is easier to imagine a new world than 
to learn to know this one; it is easier to embark on speculations based on a few 
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broad assumptions than it is to study the history of states and institutions; it is 
easier to catch up a popular dogma than it is to analyze it to see whether it is 
true or not. All this leads to confusion, to the admission of phrases and platitudes, 
to much disputing but little gain in the prosperity of nations.° 


Limitations to Understanding 


The most formidable difficulty facing a theoretical inquiry into the nature and 
ways of international politics is the ambiguity of the material with which the 
observer has to deal. The events he must try to understand are, on the one 
hand, unique occurrences. They happened in this way only once and never 
before or since. On the other hand, they are similar, for they are manifesta- 
tions of social forces. Social forces are the product of human nature in action. 
Therefore, under similar conditions, they will manifest themselves in a similar 
manner. But where is the line to be drawn between the similar and the 
unique? 

This ambiguity of the events to be understood by a theory of interna- 
tional politics—it may be pointed out in passing—is but a special instance of 
a general impediment to human understanding. “As no event and no shape,” 
observes Montaigne, “is entirely like another, so also is there none entirely 
different from another: an ingenious mixture on the part of Nature. If there 
were no similarity in our faces, we could not distinguish man from beast; if 
there were no dissimilarity, we could nat distinguish one man from another. 
All things hold together by some similarity; every example is halting, and the 
comparison that is derived from experience is always defective and imperfect. 
And yet one links up the comparisons at some corner. And so do laws become 
serviceable and adapt themselves to every one of our affairs by some wrested, 
forced, and biased interpretation.’* It is against such “wrested, forced, and — 
biased interpretation” of political events that a theory of international politics 
must be continuously on guard. 

We learn what the principles of international politics are from compari- 
sons between such events. A certain political situation evokes the formulation 
and execution of a certain foreign policy. Dealing with a different political 
situation, we ask ourselves: How does this situation differ from the preceding 
one, and how is it similar? Do the similarities reaffirm the policy developed 
previously? Or does the blending of similarities and differences allow the es- 
sence of that policy to be retained while, in some aspects, it is to be modified? 
Or do the differences vitiate the analogy altogether and make the previous 
policy inapplicable? If one wants to understand international politics, grasp 
the meaning of contemporary events, and foresee and influence the future, 
one must be able to perform the dual intellectual task implicit in these ques- 
tions. One must be able to distinguish between the similarities and differ- 


*Democracy and Responsible Government,” The Challenge of Facts and Other Essays (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1914), pp. 245-6. 

“The Essays of Michel de Montaigne, edited and translated by Jacob Zeitlin (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, 1996), Vol. III, p. 270. Montaigne’s italics. 
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ences in two political situations. Furthermore, one must be able to assess the 
import of these similarities and differences for alternative foreign policies. 
Three series of events, taken at random, will illustrate the problem and its 
difficulties. 

On September 17, 1796, George Washington made a speech in which he 
bade farewell to the nation, outlining the principles of American foreign pol- 
icy in terms of abstention from European affairs. On December 2, 1823, Pres- 
ident Monroe sent a message to Congress in which he formulated the princi- 
ples of American foreign policy in similar terms. In 1917, the United States 
joined France and Great Britain against Germany, which threatened the in- 
dependence of both. In 1941, the United States followed a similar course of 
action. On March 12, 1947, President Truman, in a message to Congress, 
reformulated the principles of American foreign policy in terms of the world- 
wide containment of Communism. 

In 1512, Henry VIII of England made an alliance with the Hapsburgs 
against France. In 1515, he made an alliance with France against the Haps- 
burgs. In 1522 and 1542, he joined the Hapsburgs against France. In 1756, 
‘ Great Britain allied itself with Prussia against the Hapsburgs and France. In 
1793, Great Britain, Prussia, and the Hapsburgs were allied against Napo- 
leon. In 1914, Great Britain joined with France and Russia against Austria 
and Germany, and in 1939 with France and Poland against Germany. 

Napoleon, William II, and Hitler tried to conquer the continent of Eu- 
rope and failed. 

Are there within each of these three series of events similarities that 
allow us to formulate a principle of foreign policy for each series? Or is each 
event so different from the others in the series that each would require a 
different policy? The difficulty in making this decision is the measure of the 
difficulty in making correct judgments in foreign policy, in charting the fu- 
ture wisely, and in doing the right thing in the right way and at the right 
time. . 
Should the foreign policy in Washington's Farewell Address be consid- 
ered a general principle of American foreign policy, or did it stem from tem- 
porary conditions and was its validity therefore limited to them? Are the for- 
eign policies of Washington’s and Monroe's messages compatible with the 
Truman Doctrine? To state the problem another way, is the Truman Doctrine 
a mere modification of a general principle underlying Washington's and Mon- 
roe’s conception of foreign affairs, or does the Truman Doctrine constitute a 
radical departure from the traditions of American foreign policy? If its does, 
is it justified in the light of changed conditions? Generally speaking, do the 
differences in the international position of the United States in 1796, 1823, 
1917, 1941, and 1947 justify the different foreign policies formulated and ex- 
ecuted with regard to these different political situations? What are the simi- 
larities and differences in the situation with which Europe confronted the 
United States in 1917, 1941, and 1947, and to what extent do they require 
similar or different foreign policies on the part of the United States? 

What is the meaning of those shifts in British foreign policy? Have they 
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grown from the whim and perfidy of princes and statesmen? Or are they 
inspired by the accumulated wisdom of a people mindful of the permanent 
forces, transcending any particular alignment, that determine their relations 
to the continent of Europe? 

Are the disasters that followed in the wake of the three attempts at con- 
tinental conquest so many accidents due to disparate causes? Or does the 
similarity in results point to similarities in the over-all political situation, sim- 
ilarities that convey a lesson to be pondered by those who might want to try 
again? More particularly, were the policies the Soviet Union pursued in the 
aftermath of the Second World War similar to those of Napoleon, William II, 
and Hitler? If they were did they call for policies on the part of the United 
States similar to those pursued in 1917 and 1941? 

Sometimes, as in the case of the changes in British foreign policy, the 
answer seems to be clear: that policy proceeded from wisdom rather than 
from whim. Most of the time, however, and especially when we deal with the 
present and the future, the answer is bound to be tentative and subject to 
qualifications. The facts from which the answer must derive are essentially 
ambiguous and subject to continuous change. To those men who would have 
it otherwise, history has taught nothing but false analogies. When such men 
have been responsible for the foreign policies of their countries, they have 
achieved only disaster. William II and Hitler learned nothing from Napolean’s 
fate, for they thought it could teach them nothing. Those who have erected 
Washington's advice into a dogma to be followed slavishly have erred no less 
than those who would dismiss it altogether. 

The Munich settlement of 1938 is another case in point. In retrospect, of 
course, we all know from practical experience that it was a failure, and from 
that experience we have developed the theoretical categories which demon- 
strate that it was bound to be a failure. But I remember very well the consen- — 
sus with which the Munich settlement was approved at the time of its conclu- 
sion by theoreticians and practitioners of foreign policy and by the man in the 
street as well. The Munich settlement was then generally regarded as a great 
act of statesmanship, a concession made to a would-be conqueror for the sake 
of peace. E. H. Carr so regarded it then, and A. J. P. Taylor so regards it 
now. The flaw in that reasoning, which few people were—and perhaps could 
be—aware of at the time, was again the neglect of the contingencies inherent 
in political prediction. That which reveals itself as a simple truth in retrospect 
was either completely unknown in prospect or else could not be determined 
by anything but an uncertain hunch. 

Take finally the contemporary issue of nuclear war. From time to time 
American policymakers speak openly about “prevailing” in a nuclear war. In 
this they mirror comments made by Russian military leaders—although not 
by Soviet political leaders such as Brezhnev, who more than once warned that 
a thermonuclear war would be suicidal for both superpowers. Particularly in 
the 1980s, as cold-war tensions mounted again, voices in both countries 
echoed the belief that victory in a nuclear war was not unthinkable, provided 
augmented strategic forces were formed through vastly increased defense ex- 
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penditures. It is possible to develop a theory of nuclear war which assumes 
nuclear war to be just another kind of violence, greater in magnitude but not 
different in kind from the types of violence with which history has acquainted 
us. It follows from this assumption that nuclear war is going to be much more 
terrible than conventional war, but not necessarily intolerable, provided we 
take the measures which will enable at least some of us to survive it. In other 
words, once one starts with this theoretical assumption of the nature and the 
consequences of nuclear war, one can logically arrive at the conclusion that 
the foreign policy of the United States does not need to limit itself to trying 
to avoid nuclear war, but that the United States must also prepare to survive 
it. And then it becomes perfectly legitimate to raise the question, provided 
100 million Americans were to be killed in a nuclear war and nine-tenths of 
the economic capacity of the United States were to be destroyed, of how we 
enable the surviving Americans to rebuild the United States with the remain- 
ing one-tenth of economic capacity. 

The contingent element in this theory of nuclear war is its utter uncer- 
tainty, and this uncertainty is typical of all levels of theoretical analysis and 
prediction in the field of politics, domestic and international. Even if one 
were to accept all its estimates of deaths and material destruction and of the 
rate of material recovery, this theory would have to be uncertain about the 
human reactions to the kind of human and material devastation which nuclear 
war is likely to bring about. Obviously, if a highly complex human society 
could be visualized to operate like a primitive ant society, its recuperative 
ability could be taken for granted. If one-half of the ants of one ant hill have 
been destroyed together with nine-tenths of the material of the ant hill, it is 
safe to conclude that the remaining ants will start all over again, building up 
the ant hill and reproducing until the next catastrophe will force them to start 
all over again. 

But a human society does not have this type of mechanical recuperative 
ability. Societies have a breaking point as do individuals, and there is a point 
beyond which human endurance does not carry human initiative in the face 
of such unprecedented massive devastation. Once that point is reached, civi- 
lization itself will collapse. The exact location of that point in the scale of 
human reactions is beyond theoretical understanding. What we are left with 
are hunches which may or may not be confirmed by experience. 

The first lesson the student of international politics must learn and never 
forget is that the complexities of international affairs make simple solutions 
and trustworthy prophecies impossible. Here the scholar and the charlatan 
part company. Knowledge of the forces that determine politics among nations, 
and of the ways by which their political relations unfold, reveals the ambiguity 
of the facts of international politics. In every political situation contradictory 
tendencies are at play. One of these tendencies is more likely to prevail under 
certain conditions. But which tendency actually will prevail is anybody’s 
guess. The best the scholar can do, then, is to trace the different tendencies 
that, as potentialities, are inherent in a certian international situation. He can 
point out the different conditions that make it more likely for one tendency 
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to prevail than for another and, finally, assess the probabilities for the differ- 
ent conditions and tendencies to prevail] in actuality. 

Thus world affairs have surprises in store for whoever tries to read the 
future from his knowledge of the past and from the signs of the present. In 
1776, Washington declared that “the Fate of our Country depends in all hu- 
man probability, on the Exertion of a Few Weeks.” Yet it was not until seven 
years later that the War of Independence came to an end. In February 1792, 
British Prime Minister Pitt justified the reduction of military expenditures 
(particularly a drastic decrease in the personnel of the British navy) and hela 
out hope for more reductions to come by declaring: “Unquestionably there 
never was a time in the history of this country when from the situation of 
Europe we might more reasonably expect fifteen years of peace than at the 
present moment.” Only two months later the continent of Europe was en- 
guifed in war. Less than a year later Great Britain was involved. Thus was 
initiated a period of almost continuous warfare which lasted nearly a quarter 
of a century. When Lord Granville became British Foreign Secretary in 1870, 
he was informed by the Permanent Undersecretary that “he had never, dur- 
ing his long experience, known so great a lull in foreign affairs, and that he 
was not aware of any important question that he [Lord Granville] should have 
to deal with.” On that same day Prince Leopold of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen 
accepted the Crown of Spain, an event that three weeks later led to the out- 
break of the Franco-Prussian War. Six weeks before the Russian Revolution 
of March 1917, Lenin told a group of young socialists in Zurich: “We old 
people will probably not live to see the decisive battles of the coming revo- 
lution.” Less than a year later, the decisive battles of the Russian Revolution 
began under his leadership. 

When the prophecies of great statesmen fare so ill, what can we expect 
from the predictions of lesser minds? In how many books written on interna- 
tional affairs before the First World War, when common opinion held great 
wars to be impossible or at least of short duration, was there even an inkling 
of what was to come? Was any book written in the period between the two 
world wars which could have helped one anticipate what international politics 
_ would be like in the ninth decade of the century? Who could have guessed at 
the beginning of Second World War what the political world would be like at 
its end? Who could have known in 1945 what the world would be like in 1955, 
or in 1960 what it would be like in 1970 or 1980? What trust then shall we 
place in those who today would tell us what tomorrow and the day after will 
bring or what the year 2000 will be like?” 

In 1979 the intelligence community, and more particularly the Central 


*The fallibility of prophecies in international affairs is strikingly demonstrated by the fantastic 
errors committed by the experts who have tried to forecast the nature of the next war. The 
history of these forecasts, from Machiavelli to General J. F. C. Fuller, is the story of logical 
deductions, plausible in themselves, which had no connection with the contingencies of the actual 
historic development. General Fuller, for instance, foresaw in 1023 that the decisive weapon of 
the Second World War would be gas! See The Reformation of War (New York. E. P. Dutton and 
Company, 1923). 
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Intelligence Agency, were criticized for their failure to warn American poli- 
cymakers of the upheavals that culminated in the Shah of Iran's ouster. Pres- 
ident Carter himself took the unprecedented step of publicly reprimanding 
the highest authorities in the intelligence field for their lack of foresight. 

What accounts for this failure of foresight on the part of otherwise intel- 
ligent and responsible people? The answer lies in the nature of the empirical 
material with which these individuals had to deal. The observer is confronted 
with a multitude of factors, the totality of which shape the future. In order to 
foresee the future, the observer would have to know all these factors, their 
dynamics, their mutual actions and reactions, and so forth. What he actually 
knows and can know is but a small fragment of the total. He must guess— 
and only the future will show who chose rightly among the many possible 
guesses. 

' Thus, with regard to Iran the intelligence community guessed wrong. 
Instead of blaming it indiscriminately, one ought to ask oneself two questions: 
Could one have pinpointed in time the outbreak of popular discontent? If the 
answer is in the affirmative, What could the United States have done about 
it? The answer to the second question is, at best: very little. This is probably 
why the intelligence community paid less attention to Iran than it might have 
done in the first place. 

It is sobering to note that the science of economics, presumed to be the 
most precise of the social sciences because its central concept, wealth, is 
quantitative by definition, is similarly incapable of reliable prediction. An ex- 
amination of a large number of forecasts of year-to-year changes in the Amer- 
ican GNP for the years 1953—63 established an average error of about 40 per 
cent.° In October 1966, the Prudential Life Insurance Company predicted 
that in 1967 consumer expenditures would rise by 31 billion dollars and in- 
ventory investments would amount to 7.5 billion dollars. In October 1967, it 
scaled its estimate of consumer expenditures down to 27 billion dollars, an 
error of almost 15 per cent, assuming the correctness of the revised estimate; 
it reduced its estimate of inventory investments to 7 billion dollars. The 
Council of Economic Advisors overestimated the growth of the GNP for the 
same year by about 12 per cent. 


UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM 
OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE 


These questions lead us to the secondary purpose of this book. No study of 
politics, and certainly no study of international politics in the final decades of 
the twentieth century, can be disinterested in the sense that it is able to 
divorce knowledge from action and to pursue knowledge for its own sake. 


“Viktor Zarnowitz, An Appraisal of Short-Term Economic Forecasts (New York: National Bu- 
reau of Economic Research, 1967). 
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International politics is no longer, as it was for the United States during most 
of its history, a series of incidents, costly or rewarding, but hardly calling into 
question the nation's very existence and destiny. The existence and destiny of 
the United States were more deeply affected by the domestic events of the 
Civil War than by the international policies leading up to, and evolving from, 
the Mexican War, the Spanish-American War, and the Roosevelt corollary to 
the Monroe Doctrine.’ 

Two facts peculiar to our time have completely reversed the relative im- 
portance of domestic and international policies for the United States. First of 
all, the United States is at the moment of this writing one of the two most 
powerful nations on earth. Yet, in comparison with its actual and potential 
competitors, it is not so powerful that it can afford to ignore the effect of its 
policies upon its position among the nations. From the end of the Civil War 
to the beginning of the Second World War it mattered little what policies the 
United States pursued with regard to its Latin-American neighbors, China, or 
Spain. The self-sufficiency of its own strength, in conjunction with the oper- 
ation of the balance of power, made the United States immune to the bound- 
less ambition born of success and the fear and frustration which goes with 
failure. The United States could take success and failure in stride without 
being unduly tempted or afraid. Now it stands outside the enclosures of its 
continental citadel, taking on the whole of the political world as friend or foe. 
It has become dangerous and vulnerable, feared and afraid. 

The risk of being very powerful, but not omnipotent, is aggravated by 
the second fact: a threefold revolution in the political structure of the world. 
First, the multiple-state system of the past, whose center was in Europe, has 
been replaced by a world-wide, bipolar system, whose centers lie outside 
Europe. Furthermore, the moral unity of the political world, which has dis- 
tinguished Western civilization during most of its history, has been split into 
two incompatible systems of thought and action, competing everywhere for 
the allegiance of men. Finally, modern technology has made possible total 
war resulting in universal destruction. The preponderance of these three new 
elements in contemporary international politics has not only made the pres- 
ervation of world peace extremely difficult, but has also increased the 
risks inherent in war to the point where all-out nuclear war becomes a self- 
defeating absurdity. Since in this world situation the United States holds a 
position of predominant power, and hence of foremost responsibility, the un- 
derstanding of the forces that mold international politics and of the factors 
that determine its course has become for the United States more than an 
interesting intellectual occupation. It has become a vital necessity. 

To reflect on international politics from the vantage point of the contem- 


"This corollary is found in the message of Theodore Roosevelt to Congress on December 6, 
1904. In that message he proclaimed the right of the United States to intervene in the domestic 
affairs of the Latin-American countries. For the text, see Ruhl J. Bartlett, editor, The Record of 
American Diplomacy: Documents and Readings in the History of American Foreign Relations, 
4th ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964), p. 539. 
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porary United States, then, is to reflect upon the vital problems that confront 
American foreign policy in our time. While at all times the promotion of the 
national interests of the United States as a power among powers has been the 
main concern of American foreign policy, in an age that has seen two world 
wars and has learned how to wage total war with nuclear weapons the pres- 
ervation of peace has become the prime concern of all nations. 

It is for this reason that this book is planned around the two concepts of 
power and peace. These two concepts are central to a discussion of world 
politics in the final decades of the twentieth century, when an unprecedented 
accumulation of destructive power gives to the problem of peace an urgency 
it has never had before. In a world whose moving force is the aspiration of 
sovereign nations for power, peace can be maintained only by two devices. 
One is the self-regulatory mechanism of the social forces, which manifests 
itself in the struggle for power on the international scene, that is, the balance 
of power. The other consists of normative limitations upon that struggle, in 
the form of international law, international morality, and world public opin- 
ion. Since neither of these devices, as they operate today, is likely to keep 
the struggle for power indefinitely within peaceful bounds, three further 
questions must be asked and answered: What is the value of the main current 
proposals for the maintenance of international peace? More particularly, what 
is the value of the proposal for transforming the international society of sov- 
ereign nations into a supranational organization, such as a world state? And, 
finally, what must a program for action be like that is mindful of the lessons 
of the past and endeavors to adapt them to the problems of the present? 


PART 
TWO 


International 
Politics as a 


Struggle for 


Power 








Political Power 


WHAT IS POLITICAL POWER?! 


As Means to the Nation’s Ends 


International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the 
ultimate aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim. 
Statesmen and peoples may ultimately seek freedom, security, prosperity, or 
power itself. They may define their goals in terms of a religious, philosophic, 
economic, or social ideal. They may hope that this ideal will materialize 
through its own inner force, through divine intervention, or through the nat- 
ural development of human affairs. They may also try to further its realization 
through nonpolitical means, such as technical co-operation with other nations 
or international organizations. But whenever they strive to realize their goal 
by means of international politics, they do so by striving for power. The Cru- 
saders wanted to free the holy places from domination by the Infidels; Wood- 
row Wilson wanted to make the world safe for democracy; the Nazis wanted 
to open Eastern Europe to German colonization, to dominate Europe, and to 
conquer the world. Since they all chose power to achieve these ends, they 
were actors on the scene of international politics.* 

Two conclusions follow from this concept of international politics. First, 
not every action that a nation performs with respect to another nation is of a 
political nature. Many such activities are normally undertaken without any 
consideration of power, nor do they normally affect the power of the nation 


"The concept of political power poses one of the most difficult and controversial problems of 
political science. The value of any concept used in political science is determined by its ability to 
explain a maximum of the phenomena that are conventionally considered to belong to a certain 
sphere of political activity. Thus the coverage of a concept of political power, to be useful for the 
understanding of international politics, must be broader than the coverage of one adopted to 
operate in the field of municipal politics. The political means employed in the latter are much 
more narrowly circumscribed than are those employed in international politics. 

*For some significant remarks on power in relation to international politics, see Lionel Rob- 
bins, The Economic Causes of War (London: Jonathan Cape, 1939), pp. 63 ff. 
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undertaking them. Many legal, economic, humanitarian, and cultural activi- 
ties are of this kind. Thus a nation is not normally engaged in international 
politics when it concludes an extradition treaty with another nation, when it 
exchanges goods and services with other nations, when it co-operates with 
other nations in providing relief from natural catastrophes, and when it pro- 
motes the distribution of cultural achievements throughout the world. In 
other words, the involvement of a nation in international politics is but one 
among many types of activities in which a nation can participate on the inter- 
national scene. 

Second, not all nations are at all times to the same extent involved in 
international politics. The degree of their involvement may run al] the way 
from the maximum at present attained by the United States and the Soviet 
Union, through the minimum involvement of such countries as Switzerland, 
Luxembourg, or Venezuela, to the complete noninvolvement of Liechtenstein 
and Monaco. Similar extremes can be noticed in the history of particular 
countries. Spain in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was one of the 
main active participants in the struggle for power on the international scene, 
but plays today only a marginal role in it. The same is true of such countries 
as Austria, Sweden, and Switzerland. On the other hand, nations like the 
United States, the Soviet Union, and China are today much more deeply 
involved in international politics than they were fifty or even twenty years 
ago. In short, the relation of nations to international politics has a dynamic 
quality. It changes with the vicissitudes of power, which may push a nation 
into the forefront of the power struggle, or may deprive a nation of the ability 
to participate actively in it. It may also change under the impact of cultural 
transformations, which may make a nation prefer other pursuits, for instance 
commerce, to those of power. The tendency of countries to be involved to a 
greater or lesser extent in the struggle for power prompted Arnold Wolfers to 
observe that they occupied positions at opposite extremes of a spectrum ex- 
tending from what he called the pole of power to the pole of indifference. 


Its Nature: Four Distinctions 


When we speak of power in the context of this book, we have in mind not 
man’s power over nature, or over an artistic medium, such as language, 
speech, sound, or color, or over the means of production or consumption, or 
over himself in the sense of self-control. When we speak of power, we mean 
man’s control over the minds and actions of other men. By political power we 
refer to the mutual relations of contro] among the holders of public authority 
and between the latter and the people at large. 

Political power is a psychological relation between those who exercise it 
and those over whom it is exercised. It gives the former control over certain 
actions of the latter through the impact which the former exert on the latter's 
minds. That impact derives from three sources: the expectation of benefits, 
the fear of disadvantages, the respect or love for men or institutions. It may 
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be exerted through orders, threats, the authority or charisma of a man or of 
an office, or a combination of any of these. 

In view of this definition, four distinctions must be made: between power 
and influence, between power and force, between usable and unusable 
power, between legitimate and illegitimate power. 

The Secretary of State who advises the President of the United States on 
the conduct of American foreign policy has influence if the President follows 
his advice. But he has no power over the President; for he has none of the 
means at his disposal with which to impose his will upon that of the President. 
He can persuade but he cannot compel. The President, on the other hand, 
has power over the Secretary of State; for he can impose his will upon the 
latter by virtue of the authority of his office, the promise of benefits, and the 
threat of disadvantages. 

Political power must be distinguished from force in the sense of the ac- 
tual exercise of physical violence. The threat of physical violence in the form 
of police action, imprisonment, capital punishment, or war is an intrinsic ele- 
ment of politics. When violence becomes an actuality, it signifies the abdica- 
’ tion of political power in favor of military or pseudo-military power. In inter- 
national politics in particular, armed strength as a threat or a potentiality is 
the most important material factor making for the political power of a nation. 
If it becomes an actuality in war, it signifies the substitution of military for 
political power. The actual exercise of physical violence substitutes for the 
psychological relation between two minds, which is of the essence of political 
power, the physical relation between two bodies, one of which is strong 
enough to dominate the other’s movements. It is for this reason that in the 
exercise of physical violence the psychological element of the political rela- 
tionship is lost, and that we must distinguish between military and political 
power. 

The availability of nuclear weapons makes it necessary to distinguish be- 
tween usable and unusable power. It is one of the paradoxes of the nuclear 
age that, in contrast to the experience of all of prenuclear history, an increase 
in military power is no longer necessarily conducive to an increase in political 
power. The threat of all-out nuclear violence implies the threat of total de- 
struction. As such, it can still be a suitable instrument of foreign policy when 
addressed to a nation which cannot reply in kind. The nation armed with 
nuclear weapons can assert power over the other nation by saying: Either you 
do as I say, or I will destroy you. The situation is different if the nation so 
threatened can respond by saying: If you destroy me with nuclear weapons, 
you will be destroyed in turn. Here the mutual threats cancel each other out. 
Since the nuclear destruction of one nation would call forth the nuclear de- 
struction of the other, both nations can afford to disregard the threat on the 
assumption that both will act rationally. 

It is only on the assumption that the nations concerned might act irra- 
tionally by destroying each other in an all-out nuclear war that the threat of 
nuclear war is credible and has indeed been used by the United States and 
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the Soviet Union against each other, for instance by the Soviet Union during 
the Suez Crisis of 1956, by the United States during the Berlin Crisis of 1961, 
and by both during the Arab-Israeli War of 1973. Yet while here the threat of 
force can be used as a rational instrument of foreign policy, the actual use of 
that force remains irrational; for the threatened force would be used not for 
the political purpose of influencing the will of the other side but for the irra- 
tional purpose of destroying the other side with the attendant assurance of 
one’s own destruction. 

Thus the magnitude of its destructiveness, as compared with the limited 
character of the political purposes which are the proper object of foreign pol- 
icy, renders nuclear force unusable as an instrument of foreign policy. It can 
be rational under certain conditions to threaten the other side with destruc- 
tion through the use of nuclear force in order to change the other side’s will; 
it would be irrational to actually destroy the other side, thereby inviting one’s 
own destruction. In contrast, conventional force is usable as an instrument of 
foreign policy; for by inflicting limited damage with commensurate risks to 
oneself, one can use it indeed as a suitable instrument for changing the other 
side's will. 

Finally, legitimate power, that is, power whose exercise is morally or 
legally justified, must be distinguished from illegitimate power. Power exer- 
cised with moral or legal authority must be distinguished from naked power. 
The power of the police officer who searches me bv virtue of a search warrant 
is qualitatively different from the power of a robber who performs the same 
action by virtue of his holding a gun. The distinction is not only philosophi- 
cally valid but also relevant for the conduct of foreign policy. Legitimate 
power, which can invoke a moral or legal justification for its exercise, is likely 
to be more effective than equivalent illegitimate power, which cannot be so 
justified. That is to say, legitimate power has a better chance to influence the 
will of its objects than equivalent illegitimate power. Power exercised in self- 
defense or in the name of the United Nations has a better chance to succeed 
than equivalent power exercised by an “aggressor” nation or in violation of 
international law. Political ideologies, as we shall see, serve the purpose of 
endowing foreign policies with the appearance of legitimacy. 

While it is generally recognized that the interplay of the expectation of 
benefits, the fear of disadvantages, and the respect or love for men or insti- 
tutions, in ever changing combinations, forms the basis of all domestic poli- 
tics, the importance of these factors for international politics is less obvious, 
but no less real. There has been a tendency to reduce political power to the 
actual application of force or at least to equate it with successful threats of 
force and with persuasion, to the neglect of charisma. That neglect, as we 
shall see,* accounts in good measure for the neglect of prestige as an indepen- 
dent element in international politics. Yet without taking into account the 
charisma of a man, such as Napoleon or Hitler, or of an institution, such as 


5See Chapter 6. 
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the Government or United States Constitution, evoking trust and love 
through which the wills of men submit themselves to the will of such a man 
or institution, it is impossible to understand certain phenomena of interna- 
tional politics which have been particularly prominent in modern times. 

The importance which charismatic leadership and the response to it as 
love of the subject for the leader has for international politics is clearly re- 
vealed in a letter which John Durie, Scotch Presbyterian and worker for Prot- 
estant unity, wrote in 1632 to the British Ambassador Thomas Roe, explaining 
the decline of the power of Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden, then fighting for 
the Protestant cause in Germany: 


The increase of his authority is the ground of his abode; and love is the ground 
of his authority; it must be through love; for it cannot be through power; for his 
power is not in his own subjects but in strangers; not in his money, but in theirs; 
not in their good will, but in mere necessity as things stand now betwixt him and 
them; therefore if the necessity be not so urgent as it is; or if any other means 
be shown by God (who is able to do as much by another man as by him) to avoid 
this necessity; the money and the power and the assistance which it yieldeth unto 
SI a re im and ap his authority is lost, and his abode will be no longer: 
for the Love which was at first is gone . 


The President of the United States exerts political power over the executive 
branch of the government so long as his orders are obeyed by the members 
of that branch. The leader of the party has political power so long as he is 
able to mold the actions of the members of the party according to his will. 
We refer to the political power of an industrialist, labor leader, or lobbyist in 
so far as his preferences influence the actions of public officials. The United 
States exerts political power over Puerto Rico so long as the laws of the 
United States are observed by the citizens of that island. When we speak of 
the political power of the United States in Central America, we have in mind 
the conformity of the actions of Central American governments with the 
wishes of the government of the United States.® Thus the statement that A 
has or wants political power over B signifies always that A is able, or wants to 
be able, to control certain actions of B through influencing B’s mind. 
Whatever the material objectives of a foreign policy, such as the acqui- 
sition of sources of raw materials, the control of sea lanes, or territorial 
changes, they always entail control of the actions of others through influence | 
over their minds. The Rhine frontier as a century-old objective of French 
foreign policy points to the political objective to destroy the desire of Ger- 
many to attack France by making it physically difficult or impossible for Ger- 
many to do so. Great Britain owed its predominant position in world politics 


‘Gunnar Westin, Negotiations About Church Unity, 1628-1634 (Upsala: Almquist and Wik- 
sells, 1932), p. 206. The spelling has been modernized. 

*The examples in the text illustrate also the distinction between political power as mere social 
fact, as in the case of the lobbyist, and political power in the sense of legitimate authority; i.e., 
of the President of the United States. Both the President of the United States and the lobbyist 
exercise political power, however different its source and nature may be 
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throughout the nineteenth century to the calculated policy of making it either 
too dangerous (because Great Britain was too strong) or unnecessary (because 
it strength was used with moderation) for other nations to oppose it. 

The political objective of military preparations of any kind is to deter 
other nations from using military force by making it too risky for them to do 
so. The political aim of military preparations is, in other words, to make the 
actual application of military force unnecessary by inducing the prospective 
enemy to desist from the use of military force. The political objective of war 
itself is not per se the conquest of territory and the annihilation of enemy 
armies, but a change in the mind of the enemy which will make him yield to 
the will of the victor. 

Therefore, whenever economic, financial, territorial, or military policies 
are under discussion in international affairs, it is necessary to distinguish be- 
tween, say, economic policies that are undertaken for their own sake and 
economic policies that are the instruments of a political policy—a policy, that 
is, whose economic purpose is but the means to the end of controlling the 
policies of another nation. The export policy of Switzerland with regard to the 
United States falls into the first category. The economic policies of the Soviet 
Union with regard to the nations of Eastern Europe fall into the latter cate- 
gory. So do many economic policies of the United States in Latin America, 
Asia, and Europe. The distinction is of great practical importance, and the 
failure to make it has led to much confusion in policy and public opinion. 

An economic, financial, territorial, or military policy undertaken for its 
own sake is subject to evaluation in its own terms. Is it economically or finan- 
cially advantageous? What effects has acquisition of territory upon the popu- 
lation and economy of the nation acquiring it? What are the consequences of 
a change in a military policy for education, population, and the domestic po- 
litical system? The decisions with respect to these policies are made exclu- | 
sively in terms of such intrinsic considerations. 

When, however, the objectives of these policies serve to increase the 
power of the nation pursuing them with regard to other nations, these policies 
and their objectives must be judged primarily from the point of view of their 
contribution to national power. An economic policy that cannot be justified in 
purely economic terms might nevertheless be undertaken in view of the po- 
litical policy pursued. The insecure and unprofitable character of a loan to a 
foreign nation may be a valid argument against it on purely financial grounds. 
But the argument is irrelevant if the loan, however unwise it may be from a 
banker's point of view, serves the political policies of the nation. It may of 
course be that the economic or financial losses involved in such policies will 
weaken the nation in its international position to such an extent as to out- 
weigh the political advantages to be expected. On these grounds such policies 
might be rejected. In such a case, what decides the issue is not purely eco- 
nomic and financial considerations but a comparison of the political chances 
and risks involved; that is, the probable effect of these policies upon the 
power of the nation. 

When the United States provides loans or assistance to countries such as 
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Poland which lie in the shadow of the Red Army, the purpose is not primarily 
economic or financial. It is rather to enable such countries to move towards a 
degree of independence of the influence and power of the Soviet Union. If 
the repayment of loans to American agencies or financial institutions is post- 
poned with U.S. government approval, this is not for humanitarian or chari- 
table reasons alone. Rather, it is American policy to keep open certain options 
for the government of Poland, options which prevent its total dependence on 
the Soviet Union. Such actions in the economic sphere are based on political 
objectives which in the long run may assure the survival of Poland as a sov- 
ereign state—however much its geographic and political position may force it 
to accept the position of a satellite within the sphere of the Soviet Union at 
least in the short run. In a word, the aim of American economic policy toward 
Poland is to limit Soviet influence and power in Central and Eastern Europe 
while increasing the leverage of the United States in the area. 


THE DEPRECIATION OF POLITICAL POWER 


The aspiration for power being the distinguishing element of international 
politics, as of all politics, international politics is of necessity power politics. 
While this fact is generally recognized in the practice of international] affairs, 
it is frequently denied in the pronouncements of scholars, publicists, and 
even statesmen. Since the end of the Napoleonic Wars, ever larger groups in 
the Western world have been persuaded that the struggle for power on the 
international scene is a temporary phenomenon, a historical accident that is 
bound to disappear once the peculiar historic conditions that have given rise 
to it have been eliminated. Thus Jeremy Bentham believed that the compe- 
tition for colonies was at the root of all international conflicts. “Emancipate 
your colonies!” was his advice to the governments, and international conflict 
and war would of necessity disappear.° Adherents of free trade, such as 
Cobden’ and Proudhon® were convinced that the removal of trade barriers 
was the only condition for the establishment of permanent harmony among 
nations, and might even lead to the disappearance of international politics 
altogether. “At some future election,” said Cobden, “we may probably see 
the test ‘no foreign politics’ applied to those who offer to become the repre- 
sentatives of free constituencies.”® For Marx and his followers, capitalism is at 





°Emancipate Your Colonies (London: Robert Heward, 1830). 

™Free Trade! What is it? Why, breaking down the barriers that separate nations; those bar- 
riers, behind which nestle the feelings of pride, revenge, hatred, and jealousy, which every now 
and then burst their bounds, and deluge whole countries with blood.” “Free trade is the inter- 
national law of the Almighty,” and free trade and peace seem to be “one and the same cause.” 
See Speeches by Richard Cobden (London: Macmillan & Company, 1870), Vol. I, p. 79; Political 
Writings (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1867), Vol. II, p. 110; letter of April 12, 1842, 
to Henry Ashworth, quoted in John Morley, Life of Richard Cobden (Boston: Roberts Brothers, 
1881), p. 154. 

“Tet us suppress the tariffs, and the alliance of the peoples will thus be declared, their 
solidarity recognized, their equality proclaimed.” Oeuvres complates (Paris, 1867), Vol. I, p. 248. 

*Quoted in A. C. F. Beales, A Short History of English Liberalism, p. 195. 
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the root of international discord and war. They maintain that international 
socialism will do away with the struggle for power on the international scene 
and will bring about permanent peace. During the nineteenth century, lib- 
erals everywhere shared the conviction that power politics and war were res- 
idues of an obsolete system of government, and that the victory of democracy 
and constitutional government over absolutism and autocracy would assure 
the victory of international harmony and permanent peace over power politics 
and war. Of this liberal school of thought, Woodrow Wilson was the most 
eloquent and most influential spokesman. 

In recent times, the conviction that the struggle for power can be elimi- 
nated from the international scene has been connected with the great at- 
tempts at organizing the world, such as the League of Nations and the United 
Nations. Thus Cordell Hull, then U.S. Secretary of State, declared in 1943 
on his return from the Moscow Conference, which laid the. groundwork for 
the United Nations, that the new international organization would mean the 
end of power politics and usher in a new era of international collaboration.’ 
Mr. Philip Noel-Baker, then British Minister of State, declared in 1946 in the 
House of Commons that the British government was “determined to use the 
institutions of the United Nations to kill power politics, in order that, by the 
methods of democracy, the will of the people shall prevail.” 

While we shall have more to say later about these theories and the ex- 
pectations derived from them,” it is sufficient to state that the struggle for 
power is universal in time and space and is an undeniable fact of experience. 
It cannot be denied that throughout historic time, regardless of social, eco- 
nomic, and political conditions, states have met each other in contests for 
power. Even though anthropologists have shown that certain primitive peo- 
ples seem to be free from the desire for power, nobody has yet shown how 
their state of mind and the conditions under which they live can be recreated _ 
on a worldwide scale so as to eliminate the struggle for power from the inter- 
national scene.* It would be useless and even self-destructive to free one or 
the other of the peoples of the earth from the desire for power while leaving 
it extant in others. If the desire for power cannot be abolished everywhere in 
the world, those who might be cured would simply fall victims to the power 
of others. 

The position taken here might be criticized on the ground that conclu- 
sions drawn from the past are unconvincing, and that to draw such conclu- 
sions has always been the main stock in trade of the enemies of progress and 
reform. Though it is true that certain social arrangements and institutions 
have always existed in the past, it does not necessarily follow that they must 
always exist in the future. The situation is, however, different when we deal 


New York Times, November 19, 1943, p. 1. 

*House of Commons Debates (Fifth Series, 1946), Vol. 419, p. 1262. 

"See Part Eight. 

‘For an illuminating discussion of this problem, see Malcolm Sharp, “Aggression: A Study of 
Values and Law,” Ethics, Vol. 57, No. 4, Part II (July 1947). 
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not with social arrangements and institutions created by man, but with those 
elemental bio-psychological drives by which in turn society is created. The 
drives to live, to propagate, and to dominate are common to all men.° Their 
relative. strength is dependent upon social conditions that may favor one drive 
and tend to repress another, or that may withhold social approval from certain 
manifestations of these drives while they encourage others. Thus, to take ex- 
amples only from the sphere of power, most societies condemn killing as a 
means of attaining power within society, but all societies encourage the killing 
of enemies in that struggle for power which is called war. Dictators look 
askance at the aspirations for political power among their fellow citizens, but 
democracies consider active participation in the competition for political 
power a civic duty. Where a monopolistic organization of economic activities 
exists, competition for economic power is absent, and in competitive eco- 
nomic systems certain manifestations of the struggle for economic power are 
outlawed, while others are encouraged. Ostrogorsky, invoking the authority 
of Tocqueville, states that “the passions of the American people are not of a 
political, but of a commercial, nature. In that world awaiting cultivation, the 
love of power aims less at men than at things.”® 

Regardless of particular social conditions, the decisive argument against 
the opinion that the struggle for power on the international scene is a mere 
historic accident must be derived from the nature of domestic politics. The 
essence of international politics is identical with its domestic counterpart. 
Both domestic and international politics are a struggle for power, modified 
only by the different conditions under which this struggle takes place in the 
domestic and in the international spheres. | 

The tendency to dominate, in particular, is an element of all human as- 
sociations, from the family through fraternal and professional associations and 
local political organizations, to the state. On the family level, the typical con- 
flict between the mother-in-law and her child’s spouse is in its essence a 
struggle for power, the defense of an established power position against the 
attempt to establish a new one. As such it foreshadows the conflict on the 
international scene between the policies of the status quo and the policies of 
imperialism. Social clubs, fraternities, faculties, and business organizations 
are scenes of continuous struggles for power between groups that either want 
to keep what power they already have or seek to attain greater power. Com- 
petitive contests between business enterprises as well as labor disputes be- 
tween employers and employees are frequently fought not only, and some- 
times not even primarily, for economic advantages, but for control over each 
other and over others; that is, for power. Finally, the whole political life of a 


’Zoologists have tried to show that the drive to dominate is found even in animals, such as 
chickens and monkeys, who create social hierarchies on the basis of will and the ability to domi- 
nate. See e.g., Warder Allee, Animal Life and Social Growth (Baltimore: The Williams and 
Wilkens Company, 1932), and The Social Life of Animals (New York: W. W. Norton and Com- 
pany, Inc., 1938). Cf. also the theories of Lorenz and the controversies concerning them. 

. Ostrogorsky, Democracy and the Organization of Political Parties (New York: The Mac- 
millan Company, 1902), Vol. II, p. 502. 


40 International Politics as a Struggle for Power 


nation, particularly of a democratic nation, from the local to the national level, 
is a continuous struggle for power. In periodic elections, in voting in legisla- 
tive assemblies, in lawsuits before courts, in administrative decisions and ex- 
ecutive measures—in all these activities men try to maintain or to establish 
their power over other men. The processes by which legislative, judicial, ex- 
ecutive, and administrative decisions are reached are subject to pressures and 
counterpressures by “pressure groups’ trying to defend and expand their po- 
sitions of power. As one of the Dead Sea scrolls puts it: 


What nation likes to be oppressed by a stronger power? Or who wants his prop- 
erty plundered unjustly? Yet, is there a single nation that has not oppressed its 
neighbour? Or where in the world will you find a people that has not plundered 
the property of another? Where indeed? . 


“Of the gods we know,” to quote Thucydides, “and of men we believe, 
that it is a necessary law of their nature that they rule wherever they can.”” 
Or, as Tolstoy put it: ““. . . the very process of dominating another's will was 
in itself a pleasure, a habit, and a necessity to Délokhov.’ 

And in the words of John of Salisbury: 


Though it is not given to all men to seize princely or royal power, yet the man 
who is wholly untainted by tyranny is rare or nonexistent. In common speech the 
tyrant is one who oppresses a whole people by a rulership based on force; and 
yet it is not over a people as a whole that a man can play the tyrant, but he can 
do so if he will even in the meanest station. For if not over the whole body of 
the people, still each man will lord it as far as his power extends.® 


In view of this ubiquity of the struggle for power in all social relations 
and on all levels of social organization, is it surprising that international poli- 
tics is of necessity power politics? And would it not be rather surprising if the 
struggle for power were but an accidental and ephemeral attribute of inter- 
national politics when it is a permanent and necessary element of all branches 
of domestic politics? 


TWO ROOTS OF THE DEPRECIATION 
OF POLITICAL POWER 


The depreciation of the role power plays on the international scene grows 
from two roots. One is the philosophy of international relations which domi- 
nated the better part of the nineteenth century and still holds sway over much 
of our thinking on international affairs. The other is the particular political 
and intellectual circumstances that have determined the relations of the 
United States of America to the rest of the world. 
meee 

"Thucydides, Book V, § 105. 

"Leo Tolstoy, War and Peace, Book Eight, Chapter XI. 


"John of Salisbury, Policraticus, translated by John Dickinson (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
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Nineteenth-Century Philosophy 


The nineteenth century was led to its depreciation of power politics by its 
domestic experience. The distinctive characteristic of this experience was the 
domination of the middle classes by the aristocracy. By identifying this dom- 
ination with political domination of any kind, the political philosophy of the 
nineteenth century came to identify the opposition to aristocratic politics with 
hostility to any kind of politics. After the defeat of aristocratic government, 
the middle classes developed a system of indirect domination. They replaced 
the traditional division into the governing and governed classes, and the mil- 
itary method of open violence, characteristic of aristocratic rule, with the in- 
visible chains of economic dependence. This economic system operated 
through a network of seemingly equalitarian legal rules which concealed the 
very existence of power relations. The nineteenth century was unable to see 
the political nature of these legalized relations. They seemed to be essentially 
different from what had gone, so far, under the name of politics. Therefore, 
politics in its aristocratic—that is, open and violent—form was identified with 
politics as such. The struggle, then, for political power—in domestic as well 
as in international affairs—appeared to be only a historic accident, coincident 
with autocratic government and bound to disappear with the disappearance of 
autocratic government. 


The American Experience 


This identification of power politics with aristocratic government found sup- 
port in the American experience. It can be traced to three elements in that 
experience: the uniqueness of the American experiment, the actual isolation 
of the American continent from centers of the world conflict during the nine- 
teenth century, and the humanitarian pacifism and anti-imperialism of Amer- 
ican political ideology. 

That the severance of constitutional ties with the British Crown was © 
meant to signify the initiation of an American foreign policy distinct from what 
went under the name of foreign policy in Europe is clearly stated in Washing- 
ton's Farewell Address. “Europe has a set of primary interests, which to us 
have none, or a very remote relation. Hence she must be engaged in frequent 
controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our concerns. 
Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial 
ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary combinations 
and collisions of her friendships or enmities.” In 1796, European politics and 
power politics were identical; there was no other power politics but the one 
engaged in by the princes of Europe. “The toils of European ambition, rival- 
ship, interest, humor or caprice” were the only manifestations of the inter- 
national struggle for power before the eyes of America. The retreat from Eu- 
ropean politics, as proclaimed by Washington, could, therefore, be taken to 
mean retreat from power politics as such. 
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Yet American aloofness from the European tradition of power politics was 
more than a political program. Certain sporadic exceptions notwithstanding, 
it was an established political fact until the end of the nineteenth century. 
This fact was a result of deliberate choice as well as of the objective conditions 
of geography. Popular writers might see in the uniqueness of America’s geo- 
graphic position the hand of God which had unalterably prescribed the course 
of American expansion as well as isolation. But more responsible observers, 
from Washington on, have been careful to emphasize the conjunction of geo- 
graphic conditions and a foreign policy choosing its ends in the light of geog- 
raphy, using geographic conditions to attain those ends. Washington referred 
to “our detached and distant situation” and asked: “Why forego the advan- 
tages of so peculiar a situation?” When this period of American foreign policy 
drew to a close, John Bright wrote to Alfred Love: “On your continent we 
may hope your growing millions may henceforth know nothing of war. None 
can assail you; and you are anxious to abstain from mingling with the quarrels 
of other nations.! 

From the shores of the North American continent, the citizens of the 
new world watched the strange spectacle of the international struggle for 
power unfolding on the distant shores of Europe, Africa, and Asia. Since for 
the better part of the nineteenth century their foreign policy enabled them to 
retain the role of spectators, what was actually the result of a passing historic 
constellation appeared to Americans as a permanent condition, self-chosen as 
well as naturally ordained. At worst they would continue to watch the game 
of power politics played by others. At best the time was close at hand when, 
with democracy established everywhere, the final curtain would fall and the 
game of power politics would no longer be played. 

To aid in the achievement of this goal was conceived to be part of Amer- 
ica’s mission. Throughout the nation’s history, the national destiny of the 
United States has been understood in antimilitaristic, libertarian terms. 
Where that national mission finds a nonaggressive, abstentionist formulation, 
' as in the political philosophy of John C. Calhoun, it is conceived as the pro- 
motion of domestic liberty. Thus we may “do more to extend liberty by our 
example over this continent and the world generally, than would be done by 
a thousand victories.”” When the United States, in the wake of the Spanish- 
American War, seemed to desert this anti-imperialist and democratic ideal, 
William Graham Sumner restated its essence: “Expansion and imperialism are 
a grand onslaught on democracy . . . expansion and imperialism are at war 
with the best traditions, principles, and interests of the American people.”” 
Comparing the tendencies of European power politics with the ideals of the 
American tradition, Sumner thought with George Washington that they were 
incompatible. Yet, as a prophet of things to come, he saw that the settlement 


‘Quoted in Merle Curti, Peace and War: The American Struggle 1636-1936 (New York: 
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of the Spanish-American War irrevocably committed America to the same 
course that was engulfing Europe in revolution and war. 

Thus the general conception the nineteenth century had formed of the 
nature of foreign affairs combined with specific elements in the American ex- 
perience to create the belief that involvement in power politics is not inevi- 
table, but only a historic accident, and that nations have a choice between 
power politics and other kinds of foreign policy not tainted by the desire for 


power. 


THE SCIENCE OF PEACE: 
CONTEMPORARY UTOPIANISM 


A word should be said about a school of thought—still influential in political 
and intellectual circles today—which proffers a “scientific” alternative to the 
“perennial wisdom” of a rationalist approach to international politics. This 
school of thought we may call “scientific utopianism” for lack of a better term; 
like the sources of self-deception as to the persistence of political power dis- 
cussed above, the scientific interpretation has strong roots in nineteenth-cen- 
tury experience, both in Europe and in America. In this case, however, nei- 
ther the relations of class domination nor geographical accident gave rise to 
utopian hopes for a “science of peace.” Instead, the fantastic progress of the 
natural sciences led various thinkers to assume that the same kinds of meth- 
ods, applied to individual and collective human behavior, could yield progress 
toward what Herbert Marcuse and others have called “the pacification of hu- 
man existence.” 

The modern science of peace starts from the assumption that the world 
is thoroughly accessible to science and reason and that it contains in itself all 
the elements necessary for the harmonious co-operation of all mankind. It is 
for science to detect those elements, variously defined as harmony of inter- 
ests, laws of economics, free trade, and modern communications; it is for law 
to apply them where they do not prevail spontaneously; and it is for negotia- 
tion and compromise to discover them under the surface of apparent conflict. 

For such rationalism, it is the atavism of power politics that conceals and 
distorts the harmony of interests which is the true nature of international 
relations. Adam Smith, a founding father of classical liberalism as well as of | 
classical economics, discovered such a fundamental harmony of interests lying 
beneath the surface manifestations of self-regarding, competitive economic 
behavior. Selfish pursuits led to greater wealth for all through the workings 
of an “invisible hand.” Governed by an inner logic, the free market operates 
to dispose all for the best. Nineteenth-century liberalism had no use for even 
such residual traces of the miraculous in its search for a means to establish 
harmonious relations among states. Only strictly rational principles would do: 
all international conflicts were considered capable of satisfactory solutions, ei- 
ther through compromise or arbitration. Since all men partake of reason, they 
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must sooner or later meet on that common ground, discovering that their 
conflicts are apparent rather than real and can all be solved by a rational 
formula acceptable to all. Were all nations at all times fully aware of their 
real interests, they would realize that apparently opposing interests are 
actually identical, that what is good for one country is of necessity good for 
all other countries, and that conflict is merely the product of ignorance and 
error. 

Conflicts among nations are due, then, to maladjustments arising from 
lack of understanding and to the influence of political passions. Except for 
ignorance and emotion, reason would solve international conflicts as easily 
and as rationally as it has solved so many problems in the natural sciences. 
Proudhon was among the first to glorify the blessings of science in the inter- 
national field. 


Truth is everywhere identical with itself: science represents the unity of man- 
kind. If therefore science, instead of religion or authority, is taken in each coun- 
try as social norm, the sovereign arbiter of interests, with the government 
amounting to nothing, all the laws of the universe will be in harmony. Nationality 
or fatherland will no longer exist in the political meaning of the term; there will 
only be birthplaces. Man, of whatever race or colour he may be, will actually be 
a native of the Universe; the right of citizenship he will acquire everywhere. In 
the same way in which in a certain district of the national territory the munici- 
pality represents the nation and exercises its authority, each nation of the globe 
will represent humanity and in its natural boundaries act for it. Harmony will 
reign among the nations, without diplomacy nor council; nothing shall from now 
on disturb it.* 


“The duty of the pacifist,” according to C.E.M. Joad, “is above all things to 
be reasonable. He should, that is to say, rely on the use of his own reason in 
making his appeal and he should assume that other men may be brought to 
use theirs. . . . Truth, in fact, will win out, if people are only given a suffi- 
cient chance to find it.”* It was with the same confidence in the power of 
reason that Clarence Streit asserted in 1941 that “the really big men in the 
United States Senate and British Parliament will champion the Union [of the 
two countries], once they understand it.” 

Political history, then, becomes a succession of scientific problems capa- 
ble of scientific solution—but most unreasonably handled by an ignorant and 
impassioned humanity. Even for so realistic an observer as Homer Lea, the 
problem of international affairs resolved itself into a problem of knowledge; if 
the “valour of ignorance” is replaced by the knowledge of the pertinent facts, 
man will be able to act successfully on the international scene. “The time can 
and will come,” wrote the famous pacifist Bertha von Suttner, “when the 





*“Idée générale de la révolution au dix-neuviéme siacle,” Oeuvres complétes, IX (1868), p. 
300; see also Proudhon, La Guerre et la paix (Paris: E. Dentu, 1861). 

“Pacifism: Its Personal and Social Implications,” in G. P. Gooch, In Pursuit of Peace (Lon- 
don: Methuen & Company, Ltd., 1933), pp. 61, 63. 

5Union Now With Britain (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1941), p. 197. 
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science of politics will have replaced present day statecraft, when only those 
will have legislative and political power . . . who sincerely seek only the 
truth and through the truth strive to attain only the good—the universal good 
comprehending all civilized nations.” 

The time Suttner spoke of has already arrived as far as the mere posses- 
sion of knowledge is concerned, according to Robert S. Lynd. “The diagno- 
sis,” he wrote, 


is already fairly complete, thanks to a long list of competent studies of national- 
ism, imperialism, international finance and trade, and other factors within our 
culture that encourage war. The problem of war, more than most others, has 
engaged the attention of scientists from several disciplines, and the dissection has 
proceeded to the point where fairly unequivocal knowledge exists. The causes of 
war are known and accepted by a wide group of thoughtful students. But the 
statement of what is to be done languishes because social science shrinks from 
resolving the austere findings of scholarly monographs into a bold programme for 
action. . . . In the case of an issue like this, where the problem does not arise 
from lack of knowledge, what social science appears to need is the will to mass 
its findings so that the truth they hold will not continue to trickle away as dispar- 
ate bits of scholarship. We know enough about war and its causes to present these 
findings, point their meanings, and propose action in a way that will hold this 
damaging evidence steadily and authoritatively before the eyes of the humblest 
citizen. 


It was for this age of reason to replace the old methods of power politics, 
secret diplomacy and war by a new, scientific approach. Territorial claims, 
sovereignty over national minorities, the distribution of raw materials, the 
struggle for markets, disarmament, the relation between the “haves” and the 
“have-nots,” peaceful change, and the peaceful organization of the world in 
general—these are not “political” problems, to be solved temporarily and al- 
ways precariously according to the distribution of power among quarrelling 
nations and its possible balance. They are “technical” problems for which rea- 
son will find the one correct solution in each case. | 

Thus the nineteenth century developed a “science of peace” as a separate 
branch of scientific knowledge. Scores of books were published bearing this 
title. One even received first prize in a scholarly competition.” The concept 
of a “natural frontier”—which had had a strategical and political, but not a 
scientific, connotation in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries—was con- 
strued by the French revolutionaries and Napoleon in the sense of a geo- 
graphically “correct” frontier. In the seventies and eighties of the nineteenth 
century, public opinion in Great Britain discussed seriously the problem of 
the “scientific frontier,” that is, a frontier which corresponds to reason, and 
which, consequently, makes all other frontiers in this geographical region sci- 
entifically incorrect. In his speech at Mansion House on November 9, 1878, 


*Knowledge for What? (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1939), p. 241. 
7Louis Bara, La Science de la paix (1872). 
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Disraeli justified the Second Afghan War by saying that the frontier of India 
was “a haphazard and not a scientific one. 

The search for such a “scientific” frontier started in the second half of the 
eighteenth century when, on the occasion of partitions and annexations of 
territory, the relative value of the pieces of territory to be distributed was 
determined on the basis of certain “objective” standards, such as fertility, 
number and quality of population, and the like. Following this trend, the 
Congress of Vienna, upon the suggestion of Metternich, appointed a special 
statistical commission; it was charged with evaluating the territories under 
discussion by the “objective” standard of number, quality, and type of popu- 
lations.* The delimitation of territory thus became a kind of mathematical 
exercise. The idea of the “good frontier,” developed in the last decades of the 
nineteenth century in Germany with regard to Russia's territorial aspirations, 
had a somewhat similar connotation. The idea of the “scientific tariff” at- 
tempted to introduce science into foreign trade, building in part upon ideas 
put forth in the early nineteenth century by Friedrich List. The theory and 
practice of international plebiscites are also typical manifestations of the ra- 
tionalist approach to international problems; here the will of the majority is 
the scientific test according to which sovereignty over territory is to be deter- 
mined. In the thirties, Major Lefebure advanced his theories on “scientific 
disarmament.” “Geopolitics” endeavoured to put foreign policy as a whole on 
a scientific basis. 

It was only after the First World War that this tendency to reduce polit- 
ical problems to scientific propositions won general acceptance. “Reason is at 
last becoming an independent agency,” wrote Lord Allen of Hartwood, “influ- 
encing the conduct of men. This is due to the coming of science. . . . Feel- 
ing himself now to be the master of nature, his mind is beginning to work 
rationally instead of superstitiously. When forming an opinion he observes the 
phenomena around him and draws his conclusions. From that moment mind 
begins to be an independent agency of influence. It can now therefore be 
considered as a political force, whereas that has never previously been possi- 
ble in the history of civilization. During the last thirty years this has begun to 
influence public opinion.”” 

Thus began what can properly be called the age of the scientific approach 
to international affairs, and the end is not yet in sight. Preceded by the Hague 
Conferences and hundreds of smaller peace congresses, governments them- 
selves embarked on a program of feverish activity unprecedented in recorded 
history, with the purpose of solving all international problems through scien- 
tific methods. The governments, the League of Nations, and private groups 
vied with each other in organizing international conferences, in encouraging 
teaching and research, and in publishing hundreds of volumes to cure the ills 
of humanity in a scientific way. We have recently witnessed widespread ef- 
forts to find a scientific solution for the problems of the postwar world. These 


*For details see Charles Dupuis, Le Principe d équilibre et le Concert Européen (Paris: Perrin 
et Cie, 1909), pp. 38ff, 60 ff. 
* Pacifism: Its Meaning and Its Task,” in Gooch, op. cit., pp. 22, 23. - 
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are the latest, but probably not the last, manifestation of this modern intellec- 
tual trend.! 

Our age is forever searching for the philosophers’ stone, the magic for- 
mula, which, mechanically applied, will produce the desired result and thus 
substitute for the uncertainties and risks of political action the certitude of 
rational calculation. However, what the seekers after the magic formula want 
is simple, rational, mechanical; what they have to deal with is complicated, 
irrational, incalculable. As a consequence they are compelled, in order to 
present at least the semblance of scientific solutions, to simplify the reality of 
international politics and to rely upon what one might call the “method of the 
single cause.” 

The abolition of war is obviously the fundamental problem confronting 
international thought. To solve the problem one must clearly first determine 
its cause or causes. What makes a solution appear so difficult for the non- 
rationalist mind is the variety of causes involved—causes which have their 
roots in the innermost recesses of the human heart. Were it possible to re- 
duce all those multiple, complex factors to a single cause—one capable of 
rationa] formulation—the solution of the problem of war would no longer 
seem impossible. This is what liberal foreign policy has been trying to do 
since its very inception; and since the heyday of the League of Nations most 
people would take it for lack of creative thought if a statesman or political 
thinker did not have a “constructive” plan as a remedy for the “single cause.” 

Are not the remnants of feudalism the great single cause making for war 
in this world? Let us do away with aristocratic government everywhere, the 
classical liberals would say, and we will have peace. In practical politics this 
general proposition was frequently narrowed down to more special remedies 
intended to meet particular situations. Thus, as we have seen, Bentham and 
the Benthamites pointed to the struggle for colonies as the main cause for 
war; they advocated abstention from colonial policy as a remedy for war. For 
others, tariffs were the source of all evils in the international sphere; to them, 
free trade was the source of all good. Others would abolish secret treaties and 
secret diplomacy in general and, through popular control of international pol- 
icies, secure peace. Is not modern war an outgrowth of imperialism which, in 
turn, is a result of the contradictions of monopoly capitalism? Hence, let us 
do away with capitalism, the Marxists would say, and we will no longer have 
war: socialism is peace. 

The same one-track mode of thought is found also in domestic politics. 


‘Cf. Charles A. Beard, A Foreign Policy for America (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1940), pp. 
98-99: “In line with the new interests, the study of international law and diplomacy was encour- 
aged in institutions of learning. Old-fashioned courses on diplomacy—cold, scholarly perfor- 


Books, pamphlets, and articles on pacification 
were written, published and widely circulated, often with the aid of subventions from 


extended discourses. Seldom had college presidents, professors, clergymen, and leaders among 
women enjoyed such privileges and received such marked consideration at the hands of the 
general public. It looked as if a new era of usefulness and distinction had been opened for them 
in the field of great affairs, and they made the most of its opportunities.” 





48 International Politics as a Struggle for Power 


All social evils stem from our ignorance of the laws of economics: the “single 
tax” takes account of those laws and will solve all social problems. Our eco- 
nomic system is out of joint because the government spends more than it 
collects: balance the budget and our economic problems will be solved. Bad 
linguistic habits are at the root of our social evils: with the acquisition of good 
linguistic habits our social problems will be solved. Emerson, in “New En- 
gland Reformers,” thus described this kind of thinking: 


One apostle thought all men should go to farming; and another, that no man 
should buy or sell; that the use of money was the cardinal evil; another, that the 
mischief was in our diet, that we eat and drink damnation. These made unleav- 


ened bread, and were foes to the death to fermentation. . . . Others attacked 
the system of agriculture; the use of animal manures in farming; and the tyranny 
of man over brute nature; these abuses polluted his food. . . . Even the insect 


world was to be defended,—that had been too long neglected, and a society for 
the protection of ground worms, slugs, and mosquitoes was to be incorporated 
without delay. With these appeared the adepts of homeopathy; of hydropathy, of 
mesmerism, of phrenology, and their wonderful theories of the Christian mira- 
cles! Others assailed particular vocations, as that of the lawyer, that of the mer- 
chant, of the manufacturer, of the clergyman, of the scholar. Others attacked the 
institution of marriage as the fountain of social evils. Others devoted themselves 
to the worrying of churches and meetings for public worship; and the fertile forms 
of antinomianism among the elder puritans, seemed to have their match in the 
plenty of the new harvest of reform.* 


In the domestic field, however, the “method of the single cause” has 
been of rather limited theoretical and practical importance; for here, except 
in periods of collective insanity, immediate personal experience reveals the 
absurdity of the approach; and the pressure of the affected interests prevents 
the quack from being mistaken for the saviour. 

The utopian internationalist, on the other hand, has no direct contact 
with the international scene. His thought, if it is sufficiently general, can roam 
over the globe without ever risking collision with the stark facts of politics. 
He who would proclaim the Four Freedoms for the United States itself would 
soon learn from personal experience the enormity of the social and political 
problems entailed by any attempt at realizing those great principles. By con- 
trast, proclamation of the Four Freedoms “everywhere in the world” is suffi- 
ciently general to avoid contact with historic realities and political facts. 

The reformer without responsibility finds in the armory of modern inter- 
national thought what he is looking for. That one panacea is frequently incon- 
sistent with another need not trouble him. For since the “single cause” is an 
arbitrary abstraction from a multitude of actual causes, one abstraction and, 
hence, one “single cause” is as good as the next one. Since, furthermore, the 
hunt for the “single cause” derives from a vague desire to contribute some- 
thing to the betterment of human affairs rather than from a fixed resolve to 
intervene in a definite political situation in a definite way, virtually any gen- 


“Ralph Waldo Emerson, Essays: Second Series (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1899), pp. 204- 


_ Political Power 49 
eral explanation of the ills of the world and any general plan to remedy them 
will satisfy the psychic need involved. 

Hence, the great hunting ground for the “single cause” and the “scien- 
tific formula” to remedy it has been the international scene, while their great 
season was the two decades between the world wars.” International society is 
not organized; thus “international organization”—in its abstract rationality a 
kind of legal counterpart to the utopian systems of eighteenth- and nine- 
teenth-century philosophy—became the scientific formula which, since the 
leading pacifist and Nobel Prize winner, A: H. Fried, propounded it at the 
beginning of the century, has been the credo of a whole school of thought. 
Others would look to material remedies. Are not wars being fought with 
arms? Let us prohibit or at least reduce armaments, and war will no longer 
be possible or at least will be less likely. Others, again, would combine dif- 
ferent remedies, defending the combination—“on scientific grounds”-~as the 
only appropriate one. Thus the French Radical-Socialist party advocated “se- 
curity, arbitration, disarmament” as logical successive steps for the establish- 
ment of permanent peace; whereas the French Socialists reversed the se- 
‘ quence and swore to the exclusive scientific value of the formula “security 
through arbitration and. disarmament.” French foreign policy has been espe- 
cially productive in abstract schemes which, like the “plan Briand,” the “plan 
Laval,” the “plan Tardieux,” the “plan Herriot,” or the “plan Paul-Boncour,” 
pretended to give in one legal formula a scientific solution to the problems of 
European security. 

In other quarters, especially since the crisis of 1929, the “single cause” 
of international unrest has been found in the economic field. Restrictions on 
international trade, the lack of raw materials, and insufficient international 
purchasing power drive nations to war, so the argument ran. Then let us find 
a scientific formula for reciprocal trade agreements, for the redistribution of 
raw materials, and for the floating of international loans—and there will be 
peace. Faced by the imperialistic aspirations of the thirties, it was reasoned 
that whenever nations cannot change the status quo peacefully, they will try 
to change it by war; thus peaceful change, scientifically defined, would make 
war unnecessary. Since bankers’ fears for their investments was responsible 
for our involvement in the First World War, let us outlaw loans to belliger- 
ents: we shall thus escape participation in the next one. More recently, it has 
been “discovered” that national sovereignty is responsible for war; it follows 
that the pooling of national sovereignties in a world federation or at least in a 
federation of the democracies is a scientific solution to the problem of war and 
peace. Thus our era is always in search of the scientific formula, but an obsti- 
nate reality again and again makes the solution of today the fallacy of tomor- 
row. 

The “scientific” era of international relations resulted in the substitution 
of supposedly scientific standards for genuine political evaluations: in some 





*See Kenneth W. Thompson, Ethics, Functionalism and Power in International Politics: The 
Crisis in Values (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana University Press, 1979), pp. 35—45. 
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cases this went so far as to impede, if not entirely destroy, the ability to make 
any intelligent political decisions at all. Power, however limited and qualified, 
is the value which international politics recognizes as supreme. The test to 
which international political decisions must be subject refers, therefore, to the 
measure in which those decisions affect the distribution of power. The ques- 
tion which Richelieu, Hamilton (no Jess than Jefferson, for that matter), or 
Disraeli would ask before they acted on the international scene was: Does this 
decision increase or decrease the power of this and other nations? The ques- 
tion of the international “scientist” is different. Since for him the history of 
international affairs amounts to a succession of scientific problems, correctly 
or incorrectly handled by informed or misinformed officials, the supreme 
value is not power but truth. The quest for and the defense of power then 
become aberrations from the scientific attitude, which looks for causes and 
remedies. If we do not like the way things are, let us look for its cause and 
change things by changing the cause. There is essentially nothing to fight for; 
there is always something to analyze, to understand, and to reform. 

How was it possible for the modern mind to make the belief in the all- 
embracing powers of science the controlling force of its foreign policy? Here 
again, the answer is to be found in the general premises of rationalistic phi- 
losophy, seemingly verified in its universal assumptions by domestic experi- 
ence. The victory of liberalism in the domestic field led to a peculiar narrow- 
ing of the political, and a corresponding widening of the nonpolitical, sphere; 
and thus the latter was open to detached rational examination. Objectives 
which formerly had been seen as the prize in the struggle for political power 
were now approached in a dispassionate, matter-of-fact way and mastered in 
accordance with the specific techniques of economics, administration, or law. 
First the natura] sciences and religion had freed themselves from political 
domination and had established their autonomy. Then liberalism, by con- 
quering the state, freed an ever increasing domain from direct political dom- 
ination; finally, liberalism seemed to expel even politics from the realm of the 
state and to make statecraft itself a science. Commerce and industry were the 
first to win their autonomy under reason. That which for the physiocrats was 
still a political program, unsuccessfully suggested to the political powers of 
the day, was for Adam Smith already a system of scientific truths verified by 
experience, the practical implications of which no reasonable man could es- 
cape. Political tribunals were replaced by independent courts composed of 
judges trained to render justice according to the principles of legal science. 
Antiquated and arbitrary election systems favoring certain political groups 
made way for scientific devices which would secure full and equal represen- 
tation for all citizens. The civil service system put the selection of government 
personnel on an objective, nonpolitical basis. Today, legislative reforms are 
increasingly prepared by committees of experts who seem to be influenced 
largely by scientific instead of political considerations. Taxation, administra- 
tion, and insurance become “scientific” in approach; and, finally, there is no 
field of governmental activity which would not be regarded as a proper area 
for the application of “political science.” . 
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The use of the scientific method in politics, to which the modern mind 
was led by its perception of the liberal experience, was and is a political fal- 
lacy in domestic affairs. There, however, the refined mechanism of political 
pressure and self-interest serves as an automatic check on doctrinaire excess. 
In the international field such a mechanism, acting directly upon the individ- 
ual, does not exist. It is here, therefore, that the belief in the limitless power 
of the scientific formula has become particularly prolific—and particularly in- 
effective. For it is here that the panaceas engendered by this belief have no 
connection whatsoever with the forces which determine the actual course of 
events. Events will, therefore, either follow their course as though all those 
proposals by international commissions of experts and other rationalist-uto- 
pian devices had never been invented. Or those devices will be applied in an 
exceptional instance and will then produce effects unforeseen by their pro- 
moters and frequently disastrous to them—such as the sanctions against Italy 
during the Italo-Ethiopian war. Yet, as a supreme irony, this school of 
thought attempts to monopolize for itself the virtue of being “practical”; it 
treats with disdain the rare attempts to base international action on a genuine 
understanding of the forces determining political reality rather than on the 
ideal postulates of abstract reason.‘ 





*As far back as 1877 James Lorimer could write in “Le probléme final du droit international,” 
Revue du droit international et de legislation comparée, IX (1877), p. 184: “Strangely enough, 
however, these speculations of English utilitarianism, taken as a whole, are of all the dissertations 
on the subject I know the least useful from the practical point of view.” Cf. also Beard, op. cit., 
p. 129: “Nearly every evil that was inconceivable in internationalist ideology in 1919 came to pass 
within the span of twenty years. It would seem then that this scheme of thought had been based 
upon some misconceptions respecting the nature and propensities of men and nations or, if this 
explanation is invalid, that internationalists had not adopted the correct ‘approach’ to the goal 
they had set before themselves. Their image of the world had not corresponded with sufficient 
exactness to its realities or their methods had been deficient in points of technique. They could, 
and some of them did, ascribe their defeats to the madness of men and nations but this was a 
confession that their former premises and actions had been founded upon errors of calculation. 
In any event the verdict was the same, unless al] the blame was to be laid on Americans as the 


world's greatest scapegoats.” 





The Struggle for 
Power: Policy of the 


Status Quo 


Domestic and international politics are but two different manifestations of the 
same phenomenon: the struggle for power. Its manifestations differ in the two 
different spheres because different moral, political, and social conditions pre- 
vail in each. Western national societies show a much greater degree of social 
cohesion within themselves than among themselves. Cultural uniformity, 
technological unification, external pressure, and, above all, a hierarchic polit- 
ical organization combine to make the national society an integrated whole set 
apart from other national societies. In consequence, the domestic political — 
order is, for instance, more stable and less subject to violent change than is 
the international order. 

All history shows that nations active in international politics are continu- 
ously preparing for, actively involved in, or recovering from organized vio- 
lence in the form of war. In the domestic politics of Western democracies, on 
the other hand, organized violence as an instrument of political action on an 
extensive scale has become a rare exception. Yet as a potentiality it exists 
here, too, and at times the fear of it in the form of revolution has exerted an 
important influence upon political thought and action.’ The difference be- 
tween domestic and international politics in this respect is one of degree and 
not of kind. 

All politics, domestic and international, reveals three basic patterns; that 
is, all political phenomena can be reduced to one of three basic types. A 
political policy seeks either to keep power, to increase power, or to demon- 
strate power. 


'This is true especially of the nineteenth century, as Guglielmo Ferrero has pointed out in 
The Principles of Power (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1942). 
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To these three typical patterns of politics, three typical international pol- 
icies correspond. A nation whose foreign policy tends toward keeping power 
and not toward changing the distribution of power in its favor pursues a policy 
of the status quo. A nation whose foreign policy aims at acquiring more power 
than it actually has, through a reversal of existing power relations—whose 
foreign policy, in other words, seeks a favorable change in power status— 
pursues a policy of imperialism. A nation whose foreign policy seeks to dem- 
onstrate the power it has, either for the purpose of maintaining or increasing 
it, pursues a policy of prestige.* It should be noted that these formulations 
are of a provisional nature and are subject to further refinement.° 

The concept “status quo” is derived from status quo ante bellum, a dip- 
lomatic term referring to the usual clauses in peace treaties which provide for 
the evacuation of territory by enemy troops and its restoration to the prewar 
sovereignty. Thus the peace treaties with Italy* and Bulgaria” terminating the 
Second World War provide that “all armed forces of the Allied and Associated 
Powers shall be withdrawn” from the territory of the particular nation “as 
soon as possible and in any case not later than ninety days from the coming 
’ into force of the present Treaty.” That is, within this time limit the status quo 
ante bellum shall be reestablished with regard to this territory.® 

The policy of the status quo aims at the maintenance of the distribution 
of power which exists at a particular moment in history. One might say that 
the policy of the status quo fulfills the same function for international politics 
that a conservative policy performs for domestic affairs. The particular mo- 
ment in history which serves as point of reference for a policy of the status 
quo is frequently the end of a war, when the distribution of power has been 
codified in a treaty of peace. This is so because the main purpose of peace 


*It is not a departure from this threefold pattern of international politics when sometimes a 
nation gives up power without being physically compelled to do so, as Great Britain did with 
regard to India in 1947 and as the United States has done on several occasions with regard to 
Latin-American countries. In such cases a nation acts like a military commander who may retreat 
under certain circumstances, because his front is overextended or his lines of communication are 
threatened or because he wants to concentrate his forces for an attack. Similarly, a nation may 
retreat from an exposed power position it cannot hope to hold very long. Or it may exchange one 
kind of control for another kind, e.g., military for political control, political for economic control, 
or vice versa (the substitution of the Good Neighbor policy for the policy of the “big stick” is a 
case in point). Or a change in the objectives of its foreign policy may require concentration of 
effort at another point. In any case, the fact that it gives up power voluntarily cannot be taken to 
mean that it is not interested in power, any more than the retreat of a military commander proves 
that he is not interested in military victory. 

“It must especially be pointed out that these different patterns of international policies do not 
of necessity correspond to conscious motivations in the mind of statesmen or supporters of the 
respective foreign policies. Statesmen and supporters may not even be aware of the actual char- 
acter of the policies they pursue and support. More particularly, a nation may intend to pursue 
a policy of the status quo, while actually, without being aware of it, it is embarking upon a policy 
of imperialism. Thus it has been said of the British that they acquired their empire in a “fit of 
absent-mindedness.” In what follows on this point in the text we are exclusively concerned with 
the actual character of the policies pursued and not with the motives of those who pursue them. 

*See Article 73, New York Times, January 18, 1947, p. 26. 

*See Article 20, ibid., p. 32. 

“For a great number of older examples, see Coleman Phillipson, Termination of War and 
Treaties of Peace (New York: E. P. Dutton and Company, 1916), pp. 223 ff. 
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treaties is to formulate in legal terms the shift in power which victory and 
defeat in the preceding war have brought about, and to insure the stability of 
the new distribution of power by means of legal stipulations. Thus it is typical 
for a status quo policy to appear as defense of the peace settlement that ter- 
minated the last general war. The European governments and political parties 
that pursued a policy of the status quo from 1815 to 1848 did so in defense of 
the peace settlement of 1815, which terminated the Napoleonic Wars. The 
main purpose of the Holy Alliance, which these governments concluded in 
1815, was the maintenance of the status quo as it existed at the conclusion of 
the Napoleonic Wars. In consequence it functioned mainly as a guarantor of 
the peace treaty, that is, the Treaty of Paris of 1815. 

In this respect, the relation between the policy in defense of the status 
quo of 1815, the Treaty of Paris, and the Holy Alliance is similar to the rela- 
tion between the policy in favor of the status quo of 1918, the peace treaties 
of 1919, and the League of Nations. The distribution of power as it existed at 
the end of the First World War found its legal expression in the peace treaties 
of 1919. It became the main purpose of the League of Nations to maintain 
peace by preserving the status quo of 1918 as it had been formulated in the 
peace treaties of 1919. Article 10 of the Covenant of the League, obligating 
its members “to respect and preserve as against external aggression the ter- 
ritorial integrity and existing political independence of all members of the 
League,” recognized as one of the purposes of the League the maintenance 
of the territorial status quo as established by the peace treaties of 1919. Con- 
sequently, in the period between the two world wars the struggle for and 
against the status quo was in the main fought either by defending or opposing 
the territorial provisions of the Treaty of Versailles and their guarantee in 
Article 10 of the Covenant of the League. It was, therefore, only consistent 
from their point of view that the nations chiefly opposed to the status quo — 
established in 1919 should sever their connections with the League of 
Nations—Japan in 1932, Germany in 1933, Italy in 1937. 

It is not only in peace treaties and international organizations supporting 
them that the policy of the status quo manifests itself. Nations desiring to 
maintain a certain distribution of power may use as their instrument special 
treaties, such as “The Nine Power Treaty relating to Principles and Policies 
to be followed in Matters concerning China,” signed at Washington, February 
6, 1922,’ and the “Treaty of Mutual Guarantee between Germany, Belgium, 
France, Great Britain, and Italy,” signed at Locarno, October 16, 1925. 

The Nine Power Treaty transformed the American policy of the “open 
door” in China into a multilateral policy that the nations mostly interested in 
trade with China, as well as China itself, pledged themselves to uphold. Its 
main purpose was to stabilize the distribution of power with regard to China 
which existed at the time between the contracting nations. This meant that 


United States Treaty Series, No. 671 (Washington, 1923). 
®American Journal of International Law, Vol. 20 (1926), Supplement, p. 22. 
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the special rights which certain nations, especially Great Britain and Japan, 
had acquired in certain parts of Chinese territory, such as Manchuria and 
various ports, should not only remain intact but that no new special rights 
should be ceded by China to any of the contracting parties. 

The Locarno Treaty of mutual guarantee endeavored to supplement the 
general guarantee of the territorial status quo of 1918, contained in Article 10 
of the Covenant of the League, with a special one with respect to the western 
frontiers of Germany. Article I of the Treaty expressly referred to the guar- 
antee of “the maintenance of the territorial status quo resulting from the fron- 
tiers between Germany and Belgium and between Germany and France.” 

Alliance treaties, in particular, frequently have the function of preserv- 
ing the status quo in certain respects. Thus, after the victorious conclusion of 
the war against France, and the foundation of the German Empire in 1871, 
Bismarck tried to protect the newly won dominant position of Germany in 
Europe by alliances intended to prevent a war of revenge on the part of 
France. In 1879, Germany and Austria concluded an alliance for mutual de- 
fense against Russia, and, in 1894, France and Russia entered into a defensive 
alliance against the German-Austrian combination. The mutual fear lest the 
other alliance be intent upon changing the status quo while professing to 
maintain it was one of the main factors in bringing about the general confla- 
gration of the First World War. 

The alliance treaties that France concluded with the Soviet Union, Po- 
land, Czechoslovakia, and Rumania in the period between the two world wars 
were intended to maintain the status quo, mainly in view of possible German 
attempts to change it. Similar treaties between Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, 
and Rumania, and the treaty between Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union, 
had the same purpose. The ineffectiveness of these alliances when they were 
put to the test from 1935 to 1939 was one of the reasons for Germany’s attack 
on Poland in 1939. The British-Polish Alliance of April 5, 1939, was the last 
attempt, before the outbreak of hostilities, to preserve at least the territorial 
status quo on the eastern German frontier. Today the alliances that the Soviet 
Union has concluded with the countries of Eastern Europe and those that the 
countries of Western Europe have concluded among themselves and with the 
United States aim similarly at the maintenance of the status quo as it was 
established in these respective European regions by the distribution of power 
at the end of the Second World War. 

The manifestation of the policy of the status quo which has had the great- 
est importance for the United States and has been the cornerstone of its for- 
eign relations is the Monroe Doctrine. A unilateral declaration made by Pres- 
ident Monroe in his annual message to Congress on December 2, 1823, the 
Doctrine lays down the two essential principles of any status quo policy. On 
the one hand, it stipulates respect on the part of the United States for the 
existing distribution of power in the Western Hemisphere: “With the existing 
colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not interfered and 
shall not interfere.” On the other hand, it proclaims resistance on the part of 
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the United States to any change of the existing distribution of power by any 
non-American nation: “But with the governments who have declared their 
independence, and maintain it. . . we could not view any interposition for 
the purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their 
destiny, by any European power, in any other light than as the manifestation 
of an unfriendly disposition towards the United States.” As President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt expressed it in an address before the Governing Body of the 
Pan-American Union on April 12, 1933: “it [the Monroe Doctrine] was aimed 
and is aimed against the acquisition in any manner of the control of additional 
territory in this hemisphere by any non-American power.® 

We have said that the policy of the status quo aims at the maintenance 
of the distribution of power as it exists at a particular moment in history. This 
does not mean that the policy of the status quo is necessarily opposed to any 
change whatsoever. While it is not opposed to change as such, it is opposed 
to any change that would amount to a reversal of the power relations among 
two or more nations, reducing, for instance, A from a first-rate to a second- 
rate power and raising B to the eminent position A formerly held. Minor 
adjustments in the distribution of power, however, which leave intact the 
relative power positions of the nations concerned, are fully compatible with a 
policy of the status quo. For instance, the purchase of the territory of Alaska 
by the United States in 1867 did not then affect the status quo between the 
United States and Russia, since, in view of the technology of communications 
and warfare at the time, the acquisition by the United States of this then 
inaccessible territory did not affect to any appreciable extent the distribution 
of power between the United States and Russia. 

Similarly, by acquiring the Virgin Islands from Denmark in 1917, the 
United States did not embark upon a policy aiming at a change of the status 
quo with regard to the Central American republics. While the acquisition of 
the Virgin Islands greatly improved the strategic position of the United States 
in so far as the defense of the approaches to the Panama Canal was concerned, 
it did not change the relative power positions of the United States and the 
Central American republics. The acquisition of the Virgin Islands may have 
strengthened the already dominant position of the United States in the Carib- 
bean, yet it did not create it and, therefore, was compatible with a policy of 
the status quo. One might even say that, by strengthening the preponderance 
of the United States over the Central American republics, it actually rein- 
forced the existing distribution of power and thus served the purposes of a 
policy of the status quo. 

Beginning in 1962, the Soviet Union undertook to extend its influence 
significantly through the emplacement of missiles on Cuba. The Kennedy ad- 
ministration weighed the possible alternative courses of action it might take 
to remove the missiles, including an air strike; eventually it chose a policy of 


*Roosevelt's Foreign Policy, 1933-41. F.D.R.'s Unedited Speeches and Messages (New York: 
Wilfred Funk, Inc., 1942), p. 4. 


—~ 


- The Struggle for Power: Policy of the Status Quo 57 


blockade and quarantine. The Soviets withdrew their missiles as the result of 
a Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement but continued to support the Castro re- 
gime with massive economic and military assistance. Meanwhile Cuba sought 
to increase its own ideological influence in the Caribbean and in Central 
America. By the 1980's, Cuban and Soviet military assistance and military 
personnel were identified in countries such as Grenada and Nicaragua. Leav- 
ing aside the question of popular support for Cuban intervention in these 
countries, the question which confronted American policymakers was the ex- 
tent to which the status quo was threatened. Did independent Cuban inter- 
vention threaten the status quo? Was Cuban action as a surrogate for the 
Soviets the real threat? Was Soviet involvement a violation of the Monroe 
Doctrine and the Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement and itself a threat to the 
status quo? Successive administrations, beginning with that of John F. Ken- 
nedy, were forced to address this question. On October 25, 1983, the Reagan 
administration invaded Grenada—ostensibly to protect the lives of about 
1,000 Americans on the island, but actually because Grenada was seen as an 
arsenal for military action masterminded by the Cubans and by Soviet advi- 
sors there and elsewhere in the Caribbean. Observers continued to ask 
whether Cuban and Soviet activities had constituted a true threat to the status 
quo in the region; conflicting answers were put forth in Europe and the 
United States as President Reagan’s policy came under critical scrutiny. The 
standard for judging Cuban-Soviet involvement and for determining the re- 
sponse of American policymakers was whether an important shift in the dis- 
tribution of power was taking place and hence of the status quo. 


Power: rialism 


The Struggle for 
Impe 


WHAT IMPERIALISM IS NOT 


An objective analysis of the acquisition of the Virgin Islands by the United 
States might show that it was part of a policy of the status quo in that region. 
Nevertheless, these and similar moves toward strengthening the position of 
the United States in the Caribbean have been decried as imperialistic by 
many observers. Such observers have used the term “imperialistic” not for 
the purpose of characterizing objectively a particular type of foreign policy, 
but as a term of opprobrium by which a policy to which the observer is op- 
posed can be discredited. This arbitrary use of the term for polemical pur- 
poses has become so widespread that today “imperialism” and “imperialistic” 
are indiscriminately applied to any foreign policy, regardless of its actual char- 
acter, to which the user happens to be opposed. 

Anglophobes will refer to British imperialism as an actuality in 1980, as 
they did in 1940 or in 1914. Russophobes will call imperialistic whatever the 
Russians do in foreign affairs. The Soviet Union considered all participants in 
the Second World War as waging an imperialistic war until it was attacked by 
Germany in 1941; the war it then had to fight became anti-imperialistic 
by definition. To enemies and critics of the United States everywhere, 
“American imperialism” is a standard term. To add to the confusion, cer- 
tain economic and political systems and economic groups, such as bankers 
and industrialists, are indiscriminately identified with imperialistic foreign 
policies. 

In this process of indiscriminate usage the term “imperialism” has lost all 
concrete meaning. Everybody is an imperialist to someone who happens to 
take exception to his foreign policies. Under such circumstances it becomes 
the task of theoretical analysis to break with popular usage in order to give 
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the term an ethically neutral, objective, and definable meaning that at the 
same time is useful for the theory and practice of international politics. ' 

Before we ask what imperialism actually is, let us ask first what imperi- 
alism is not but is most often supposed to be. The three most popular miscon- 
ceptions require our attention. 

1. Not every foreign policy aiming at an increase in the power of a nation 
is necessarily a manifestation of imperialism. We have already disposed of this 
misconception in our discussion of the policy of the status quo.” We defined 
imperialism as a policy that aims at the overthrow of the status quo, at a 
reversal of the power relations between two or more nations. A policy seeking 
only adjustment, leaving the essence of these power relations intact, still op- 
erates within the general framework of a policy of the status quo. 

The view that imperialism and any purposeful increase in power are 
identical is held mainly by two distinct groups. Those who are opposed on 
principle to a particular nation and its policies, such as Anglophobes, Russo- 
phobes, and anti-Americans, regard the very existence of the object of their 
phobia as a threat to the world. Whenever a country thus feared sets out to 
increase its power, those who fear it must view the increase in power as a 
stepping-stone to world conquest; that is, as manifestation of an imperialistic 
policy. On the other hand, those who, as heirs of the political philosophy of 
the nineteenth century, consider any active foreign policy an evil bound to 
disappear in the foreseeable future, will condemn a foreign policy that seeks 
an increase in power. They will identify that foreign policy with what is for 
them the paradigm of evil—imperialism. 

2. Not every foreign policy aiming at the preservation of an empire that 
already exists is imperialism. It is widely believed that whatever a nation, 
such as Great Britain, China, the Soviet Union, or the United States, does in 
order to maintain its preponderant position in certain regions is imperialistic. 
Thus imperialism becomes identified with the maintenance, defense, and sta- 
bilization of an empire already in existence rather than with the dynamic pro- 
cess of acquiring one. Yet, while it may make sense to apply the term “im- 
perialism” to the domestic policies of an existing empire, it is confusing and 
misleading to apply the term to international policies of an essentially static 
and conservative character; for in international politics imperialism is con- 
trasted with the policy of the status quo and, hence, has a dynamic connota- 
tion. The history of what is commonly called “British imperialism” is instruc- 
tive in this regard. 


'The term is frequently used as synonymous with any kind of colonial expansion, as, for 
instance, in Parker Thomas Moon, Imperialism and World Politics (New York: The Macmillan 
Company, 1926). Such use is unobjectionable from a theoretical point of view, so long as 
it implies no general theory of the nature of expansionist policies as such. Since in the text 
we are concerned with the general characteristics of international policies of expansion, it is ob- 
vious that a concept limited to the phenomena of colonia] expansion is too narrow for our 


purposes. 
2On this point see the discussion in Chapter 4. 
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The idea of British imperialism had its origin in Great Britain itself. It 
was used for the first time by the Conservatives under Disraeli in the cam- 
paign for the elections of 1874. The idea of British imperialism, as conceived 
by Disraeli and developed later by Joseph Chamberlain and Winston Church- 
ill, was opposed to what the Conservatives called the cosmopolitanism and 
internationalism of the Liberals. It found its concrete expression in the polit- 
ical program of “imperial federation.” The most important points of this pro- 
gram were: (1) the unification and integration of Great Britain and its posses- 
sions into a unified empire with the aid of protective tariffs, (2) the reservation 
of free colonial land to Englishmen, (3) unified armed forces, and (4) a central 
representative organ in London. 

When this “imperialistic” program was postulated and put into effect, the 
territorial expansion of Great Britain had in the main come to an end. The 
program of British “imperialism” was, therefore, essentially a program of con- 
solidation, not of expansion. It sought to secure and exploit what had already 
been appropriated. It endeavored to stabilize the distribution of power which 
had been brought about by the creation of the British Empire. 

When Kipling justified British imperialism as “the white man’s burden,” 
the burden was already shouldered. Since the 1870's, British “imperialism”— 
that is, British foreign policy with regard to Britain’s overseas possessions— 
was in the main a policy of the status quo and not imperialistic at all in the 
exact meaning of the term. Yet the anti-imperialists in Great Britain and else- 
where, accepting the imperialistic slogans of Disraeli and Chamberlain at face 
value and mistaking the effects of imperialism for imperialism itself, opposed 
the British policy of exploitation and consolidation, especially in Africa and 
India, as “imperialistic.” In fact, when Churchill refused in 1942 “to preside 
over the liquidation of the British Empire,” he was speaking not as an impe- 
rialist but as a conservative in foreign affairs, a defender of the status quo of 
empire. 

British “imperialism” and its opponents are the outstanding examples of 
the confusion between the consolidation and defense of empire, on the one 
hand, and imperialism, on the other. But they are not the only examples. 
When we speak of the Roman Empire and of Roman imperialism, we think 
naturally of the period of Roman history which starts with Augustus, the first 
emperor governing what was then called for the first time imperium Ro- 
manum. Yet, when Augustus gave Rome and its possessions the constitution 
of an empire, the expansion of Rome had essentially come to an end. The 
foreign policy of the Republic, from the Punic Wars to its overthrow by Julius 
Caesar, had indeed been imperialistic in the exact meaning of the term. In 
that period, the political face of the earth had been changed and made Ro- 
man. The foreign policy of the emperors and their perpetual wars served the 
main purpose of securing and protecting what had been conquered before. 
Not unlike the “imperialistic” policies of Great Britain from the time of Dis- 
raeli to Churchill, Roman foreign policy was one of conservation, of the status 
quo. When there were conquests, as under Trajan for instance, these policies 
served to make the empire and Roman supremacy secure. - 
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The same is essentially true of the territorial aspects of American “impe- 
rialism” from the beginning of the twentieth century to the Second World 
War. The great debate for and against American imperialism which raged 
during the first decades of the century followed the great imperialistic expan- 
sion of the nineteenth century. The policy which was the subject of that de- 
bate was essentially a policy of consolidation, of protection, of exploration; 
that is, a policy of the status quo. When William Graham Sumner, in 1898, 
referred to the American policy of territorial expansion as “the conquest of 
the United States by Spain,”® he referred to a policy that was already consum- 
mated. When Senator Albert J. Beveridge declared that “God has made us 
adepts in government that we may administer government among savage and 
senile peoples,”* he endeavored to justify dominion already established rather 
than to support expansion planned for the future. 

Thus, in both Great Britain and the United States, much of the modern 
debate on imperialism follows after the process of imperialistic expansion, 
condemning or justifying it in retrospect. In terms of actual policies to be 
pursued in the future, the debate is concerned primarily with the result of 
imperialistic policies; that is, the administration and safeguarding of empire. 
The explanation is not hard to find. The great debate started in Great Britain 
with the Conservative exaltation of the British Empire, a kind of British coun- 
terpart to the nationalism of the continent. The British Empire was a colonial 
empire and, as such, it became the prototype of modern empire. In conse- 
quence, the acquisition and exploitation of colonies became synonymous with 
empire, which thus received primarily, if not exclusively, an economic con- 
notation. This economic connotation gave rise to the most extensive, most 
systematic, and also most popular body of thought which has sought to explain 
imperialism in modern times: the economic theories of imperialism. Here we 
find the third of the misconceptions that have obscured the true nature of 
imperialism. 


ECONOMIC THEORIES OF IMPERIALISM 


The Marxist, Liberal, and “Devil” Theories of Imperialism 


The economic theories of imperialism have been developed in three different 
schools of thought: the Marxist, the liberal, and one that has aptly been called 
the “devil” theory® of imperialism. 

The Marxist theory of imperialism rests upon the conviction, which is the 
foundation of all Marxist thought, that all political phenomena are the reflec- 


“See previous quotation, page 42, note 2. 

“Speech in the Senate, January 9, 1900, reprinted in Ruhl J. Bartlett, The Record of Ameri- 
can Diplomacy, 4th ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964), p. 385. 

"Charles A. Beard, The Devil Theory of War (New York: The Vanguard Press, 1936); see also 
The New Republic, Vol. 86 (March 4, 11, 18, 1936). 
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tion of economic forces. Consequently, the political phenomenon of imperi- 
alism is the product of the economic system in which it originates—that is, 
capitalism. Capitalist societies, according to the Marxist theory, are unable to 
find within themselves sufficient markets for their products and sufficient in- 
vestments for their capital. They have, therefore, a tendency to enslave even 
larger noncapitalist and, ultimately, even capitalist areas in order to transform 
them into markets for their surplus products and to give their surplus capital 
opportunities for investment. 

The moderate Marxists, such as Kautsky and Hilferding, believed that 
imperialism was a policy of capitalism and that, therefore, an imperialistic 
policy was a matter of choice toward which capitalism might be more or less 
inclined according to circumstances. Lenin® and his followers, especially Buk- 
harin,’ on the other hand, identified imperialism and capitalism outright. Im- 
perialism is identical with capitalism in its last—that is, monopoly—stage of 
development. According to Lenin, “Imperialism is capitalism in that phase of 
its development in which the domination of monopolies and finance-capital 
has established itself; in which the export of capital has acquired very great 
importance; in which the division of the world among the big international 
trusts has begun; in which the partition of all the territory of the earth 
amongst the great capitalist powers has been completed.”® 

In the eyes of the Marxists, capitalism is the main evil and imperialism 
only its necessary Or probable manifestation. The liberal school, of which John 
A. Hobson’? is the chief representative, is mainly concerned with imperialism 
in which it finds the result, not of capitalism as such, but of certain malad- 
justments within the capitalist system. In conformity with Marxism, the lib- 
eral school diagnoses as the root of imperialism the surplus of goods and cap- 
ital which seek outlets in foreign markets. Yet, according to Hobson and his 
school, imperialist expansion is not the inevitable and not even the most ra- 
tional method of disposing of these surpluses. Since the surpluses are the 
result of the maldistribution of purchasing power, the remedy lies in the ex- 
pansion of the home market through economic reforms, such as increase in 
purchasing power and elimination of oversavings. It is this belief in a domestic 
alternative to imperialism which in the main distinguishes the liberal school 
from Marxism. 

The “devil” theory of imperialism operates on a much lower intellectual 
level than do its two companion theories. It is widely held by pacifists and 
has become a stock-in-trade of Communist propaganda. It may be said to have 


"Collected Works (New York: International Publishers, 1927), Vol. XVIII; Selected Works 
(New York: International Publishers, 1935), Vol. V. 
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been the official philosophy of the Nye Committee, which in 1934—36 inves- 
tigated on behalf of the United States Senate the influence of financial and 
industrial interests on the intervention of the United States in the First World 
War. The publicity which the proceedings of this committee received made 
the “devil” theory of imperialism for a time the most popular explanation of 
foreign affairs in the United States. The simplicity of the theory contributed 
much to its popularity. It identified certain groups that obviously profited 
from war, such as manufacturers of war matériel (the so-called munitions mak- 
ers), international bankers (“Wall Street”), and the like. Since they profited 
from war, they must be interested in having war. Thus the war profiteers 
transform themselves into the “war mongers,” the “devils” who plan wars in 
order to enrich themselves. 

While the extreme Marxists equate capitalism and imperialism, and 
while the moderate Marxists and the disciples of Hobson see in imperialism 
the result of maladjustments within the capitalist system, for the adherents of 
the “devil” theory imperialism and war in general amount to nothing but a 
conspiracy of evil capitalists for the purpose of private gain. 


Criticism of These Theories 


All economic explanations of imperialism, the refined as well as the primitive, 
fail the test of historic experience. The economic interpretation of imperialism 
erects a limited historic experience, based on a few isolated cases, into a uni- 
versal law of history. It is indeed true that in the late nineteenth and twen- 
tieth centuries a small number of wars were waged primarily, if not exclu- 
sively, for economic objectives. The classic examples are the Boer War of 
1899-1902 and the Chaco War between Bolivia and Paraguay from 1932-35. 
The main responsibility of British gold mining interests for the Boer War can 
hardly be doubted. The Chaco War is considered by some to have been pri- 
marily a war between two oil companies for the control of oil] fields. 

But during the entire period of mature capitalism, no war, with the ex- 
ception of the Boer War, was waged by major powers exclusively or even 
predominately for economic objectives. The Austro-Prussian War of 1866 and 
the Franco-German War of 1870, for instance, had no economic objectives of 
any importance. They were political wars, indeed imperialistic wars, fought 
for the purpose of establishing a new distribution of power, first in favor of 
Prussia within Germany and then in favor of Germany within the European 
state system. The Crimean War of 1854—56, the Spanish-American War of 
1898, the Russo-Japanese War of 1904—05, the Turko-Italian War of 1911-12, 
and the several Balkan Wars show economic objectives only in a subordinate 
role, if they show them at all. The two world wars were certainly political 
wars, whose stake was the domination of Europe, if not of the world. Natu- 
rally, victory in these wars brought economic advantages and, more particu- 
larly, defeat brought in its wake economic losses. But these effects were not 
the real issue; they were only by-products of the political consequences of 
victory and defeat. Still less were these economic effects the motives that 
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determined in the minds of the responsible statesmen the issue of war and 
peace. 

The economic theories of imperialism are thus not supported by the ex- 
perience of that historic period which they suppose to be intimately con- 
nected, if not identical, with imperialism; that is, the period of capitalism. 
Furthermore, the main period of colonial expansion which the economic the- 
ories tend to identify with imperialism precedes the age of mature capitalism 
and cannot be attributed to the inner contradictions of the decaying capitalist 
system. In comparison with those of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eigh- 
teenth centuries, the colonial acquisitions of the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries are smal]. The latest phase of capitalism even witnesses the liqui- 
dation of empire on a large scale in the form of the retreat from Asia and 
Africa of Great Britain, France, Portugal, and The Netherlands. 

The evidence of history is still more unfavorable to the contentions of the 
economic theories if one tests the theories against the evidence presented by 
the precapitalist processes of empire building. The policies that in ancient 
times led to the foundation of the Egyptian, Assyrian, and Persian empires 
were imperialistic in the political sense. So were the conquests of Alexander 
the Great and the policies of Rome in the last century before the Christian 
era. The Arabian expansion in the seventh and eighth centuries showed all 
the earmarks of imperialism. Pope Urban II used the typical ideological ar- 
guments in support of an imperialistic policy when, in 1095, he expressed to 
the Council of Clermont the reasons for the First Crusade in these words: 
“For this land which you inhabit, shut in on all sides by the seas and sur- 
rounded by the mountain peaks, is too narrow for your large population; nor 
does it abound in wealth, and it furnishes scarcely food enough for its culti- 
vators. Hence it is that you murder and devour one another, that you wage 
war, and that very many among you perish in civil strife.”! Louis XIV, Peter 
the Great, and Napoleon I were the great imperialists of the modern precap- 
italist age. 

All these imperialisms of precapitalist times share with those of the cap- 
italist period the tendency to overthrow the established power relations and 
put in their stead the dominance of the imperialistic power. Yet those two 
periods of imperialism share also the subordination of economic objectives to 
political considerations. 

Alexander the Great and Napoleon I did not embark, any more than did 
Adolph Hitler, on imperialistic policies for the purpose of personal gain or in 
order to escape the maladjustment of their economic systems. What they 
aimed at was exactly the same thing the captain of industry is aiming at when 
he tries to establish an industrial “empire” by adding enterprise to enterprise 
until he dominates his industry in a monopolistic or quasimonopolistic man- 
ner. What the precapitalist imperialist, the capitalist imperialist, and the “im- 
perialistic’” capitalist want is power, not economic gain. The captain of indus- 
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try is no more driven toward his “imperialistic” goal by economic necessity or 
personal greed than was Napoleon I. Personal gain and the solution of eco- 
nomic problems through imperialistic expansion are for all of them a pleasant 
afterthought, a welcome by-product, but not the goal by which the imperi- 
_alistic urge is attracted. 

We have seen that imperialism is not determined by economics, capital- 
ist or otherwise. We shall see now that capitalists per se are not imperialists. 
According to the economic theories and, more particularly, the “devil” 
theory, capitalists use governments as their tools in instigating imperialistic 
policies. Yet the investigation of historic instances cited in support of the eco- 
nomic interpretation shows that in most cases the reverse relationship actually 
existed between statesmen and capitalists. Imperialistic policies were gener- 
ally conceived by the governments who summoned the capitalists to support 
these policies. Thus historic evidence points to the primacy of politics over 
economics, and “the rule of the financier . . . over international politics” is 
indeed, in the words of Professor Schumpeter, “a newspaper fairytale, almost 
ludicrously at variance with facts.”* 

Yet, far from being the instigators, capitalists as a group—aside from 
certain individual capitalists—were not even enthusiastic supporters of im- 
perialistic policies. The literature and policies of the groups and political par- 
ties representing the capitalist element in modern societies are a testimony to 
the traditional opposition of the merchant and manufacturing classes to any 
foreign policy that, like imperialism, might lead to war. As Professior Viner 
has stated: 


It was for the most part the middle classes who were the supporters of pacifism, 
of internationalism, of international conciliation and compromise of disputes, of 
disarmament—in so far as these had supporters. It was for the most part aristo- 
crats, agrarians, often the urban working classes, who were the expansionists, the 
imperialists, the jingoes. In the British Parliament it was spokesmen for the 
“moneyed interests,” for the emerging middle classes in the northern manufac- 
turing districts and for the “City” in London, who were the appeasers during the 
Napoleonic Wars, during the Crimean War, during the Boer War, and during 
the period from the rise of Hitler to the German invasion of Poland. In our own 
country it was largely from business circles that the important opposition came to 
the American Revolution, to the War of 1812, to the imperialism of 1898, and to 
the anti-Nazi policy of the Roosevelt administration prior to Pearl Harbor.® 


"Joseph Schumpeter, Business Cycles (New York and London: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
1939), Vol. 1, p. 495, n. 1 
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From Sir Andrew Freeport in the Spectator at the beginning of the eigh- 
teenth century to Norman Angell’s The Great Illusion in our time, it has been 
the conviction of the capitalists as a class and of most capitalists as individuals 
that “war does not pay,” that war is incompatible with an industrial society, 
that the interests of capitalism require peace and not war. For only peace 
permits those rational calculations upon which capitalist actions are based. 
War carries with it an element of irrationality and chaos which is alien to the 
very spirit of capitalism. Imperialism, however, as the attempt to overthrow 
the existing power relations, carries with it the inevitable risk of war. As a 
group then, capitalists were opposed to war; they did not initiate, and only 
supported with misgivings and under pressure, imperialistic policies that 
might lead, and many times actually did lead, to war. 

How was it possible that a body of doctrine, such as the economic theo- 
ries of imperialism, which is so completely at variance with the facts of expe- 
rience, could hold sway over the public mind? Two factors are responsible for 
the success of that doctrine: the climate of opinion in the Western world and 
the character of the doctrine itself. We have already pointed to the general 
tendency of the age to reduce political problems to economic ones.‘ The cap- 
italists and their critics are equally guilty of this fundamental error. The for- 
mer expected from the development of capitalism, freed from the atavistic 
fetters of the precapitalist age and following only its own inherent laws, gen- 
eral prosperity and peace. The latter were convinced that these aims could 
be achieved only through reform or the abolition of the capitalist system. Both 
camps looked to economic remedies for political problems. Bentham advo- 
cated the emancipation of the colonies as the means of doing away with the 
imperialistic conflicts that lead to war. Proudhon, Cobden, and their disciples 
saw in tariffs the sole source of international conflicts and reasoned that peace 
lay in extending free trade.® 

In our own time we have heard it said that since German, Italian, and 
Japanese imperialism was born of economic needs, these countries would 
have refrained from imperialistic policies had they received loans, colonies, 
and access to raw materials. Poor nations will go to war, so the argument 
runs, in order to escape economic distress; if the rich nations alleviate their 
economic afflictions, they will have no reason to go to war. In the classic age 
of capitalism both the adherents and the opponents of the capitalist system 
believed that the economic motives which seemed to determine the actions 
of businessmen were guiding the actions of all men. 

The other reason for the ready acceptance of the economic interpretation 
of imperialism lies in its plausibility. What Professor Schumpeter has said of 
the Marxist theory of imperialism holds generally true: “A series of vital facts 
of our time seems to be perfectly accounted for. The whole maze of interna- 


“See pages 36 ff. See also Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man os. Power Politics (Chicago: 
Unixersity of Chicago Press, 1946; Phoenix Edition, 1965), pp. 75 ff. 
ee page 37. 
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tional politics seems to be cleared up by a single powerful stroke of analysis.’® 
The mystery of so threatening, inhuman, and often murderous a historic force 
as imperialism, the theoretical problem of defining it as a distinctive type of 
international politics, the practical difficulty, above all, of recognizing it in a 
concrete situation and of counteracting it with adequate means—all this is 
reduced to either the inherent tendencies or the abuses of the capitalist sys- 
tem. Whenever the phenomenon of imperialism presents itself for either the- 
oretical understanding or practical action, the simple scheme will provide an 
almost automatic answer that puts the mind at ease. 


DIFFERENT TYPES OF IMPERIALISM 


The true nature of imperialism as a policy devised to overthrow the status quo 
can best be explained by a consideration of certain typical situations that favor 
imperialistic policies and that, given the subjective and objective conditions 
necessary for an active foreign policy, will almost inevitably produce a policy 
‘of imperialism. 


Three Inducements to Imperialism 


Victorius War 
When a nation is engaged in war with another nation, it is very likely 
that the nation which anticipates victory will pursue a policy that seeks a 
permanent change of the power relations with the defeated enemy. The na- 
tion will pursue this policy regardless of what the objectives were at the out- 
break of the war. It is the objective of this policy of change to transform the 
relation between victor and vanquished which happens to exist at the end of 
the war into the new status quo of the peace settlement. Thus a war that was 
started by the victor as a defensive war—for the maintenance of the prewar 
status quo—transforms itself with the approaching victory into an imperialis- 
tic war; that is, for a permanent change in the status quo. 
, The “Carthaginian Peace,” by which the Romans changed their power 
relations with the Carthaginians permanently in their favor, has become the 
byword for the kind of peace settlement which tends to perpetuate the rela- 
tion between victor and vanquished as it exists at the conclusion of hostilities. 
The Treaty of Versailles and its companion treaties, terminating the First 
World War, had in the eyes of many observers a similar character. The ex- 
pansion of the Soviet sphere of influence into Eastern Europe after World 
War II, especially as recognized in the Helsinki Accords, is a further example. 
A policy that aims at a peace settlement of this kind must, according to our 
definition, be called imperialistic. It is imperialistic because it tries to replace 





“Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New York and London: Harper 
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the prewar status quo, when approximately equal or at least not thoroughly 
unequal powers oppose each other, with a postwar status quo where the vic- 
tor becomes the permanent master of the vanquished. 


Lost War 

This very status of subordination, intended for permanency, may easily 
engender in the vanquished a desire to turn the scales on the victor, to over- 
throw the status quo created by his victory, and to change places with him in 
the hierarchy of power. In other words, the policy of imperialism pursued by 
the victor in anticipation of his victory is likely to call forth a policy of impe- 
rialism on the part of the vanquished. If he is not forever ruined or else won 
over to the cause of the victor, the vanquished will want to regain what he 
has lost and, if possible, gain more. 

The typical example of imperialism conceived as a reaction against the 
successful imperialism of others is German imperialism from 1935 to the end 
of the Second World War. The European status quo of 1914 was characterized 
by a concert of great powers, consisting of Austria, France, Germany, Great 
Britain, Italy, and Russia. The victory of the Allies and the subsequent peace 
treaties created a new status quo that was the fruition of the imperialistic 
policies of France. This new status quo established the hegemony of France, 
exercised in alliance with most of the newly created nations of Eastern and 
Central Europe. 

German foreign policy from 1919 to 1935 operated seemingly within the 
framework of that status quo, while secretly preparing for its overthrow. It 
tried to win concessions for Germany, but it nevertheless accepted, at least 
for the time being and with mental reservations, the power relations estab- 
lished by the Treaty of Versailles. It did not openly challenge these power 
relations; rather, it aimed at adjustments that left their essence intact. Such — 
was particularly the character of the “policy of fulfillment”—that is, fulfill- 
ment of the Treaty of Versailles—which the Republic of Weimar pursued. It 
was this attempt to improve the international position of Germany while ac- 
cepting at least temporarily the status quo of Versailles that aroused the vio- 
lent opposition of nationalists and National Socialists. After the National So- 
cialists had come to power in 1933 and stabilized their regime domestically, 
they abrogated in 1935 the disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. 
In 1936, in violation of the same treaty, they occupied the Rhineland and 
declared void the demilitarization of the German territory adjacent to the 
German-French frontier. With these moves the foreign policy of National So- 
cialist Germany became openly imperialistic; for these were the first in a se- 
ries of moves that expressed Germany’s resolution no longer to accept the 
status quo of Versailles as basis for its foreign policy, but to work for the 
overthrow of that status quo. 


Weakness 
Another typical situation that favors imperialistic policies is the existence 
of weak states or of politically empty spaces, that are attractive and accessible 
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to a strong state. This is the situation out of which colonial imperialism grew. 
It is also the situation that made possible the transformation of the original 
federation of thirteen American states into a continental power. Napoleon’s as 
well as Hitler's imperialism had partly this character, the latter's particularly 
in the period of the “blitzkrieg” of 1940. During the closing phase of the 
Second World War and the decade following it, imperialism growing out of 
the relations between strong and weak nations was exemplified by the rela- 
tions between the Soviet Union and the nations of Eastern Europe. The at- 
tractiveness of power vacuums as an incentive to imperialism is at least a 
potential threat to the survival of many of the new nations of Asia and Africa, 
deficient as they are in the most important elements of power. 


Three Goals of Imperialism 


As imperialism grows out of three typical situations, so imperialism moves 
toward three typical objectives. The objective of imperialism can be the dom- 
ination of the whole politically organized globe; that is, a world empire. Or it 
‘can be an empire or hegemony of approximately continental dimensions. Or 
it can be a strictly localized preponderance of power. In other words, the 
imperialistic policy may have no limits but those set by the power of resis- 
tance of the prospective victims, or it may have geographically determined 
limits, such as the geographical boundaries of a continent, or it may be lim- 
ited by the localized aims of the imperialistic power itself. 


World Empire 

The outstanding historic examples of unlimited imperialism are the ex- 
pansionist policies of Alexander the Great, Rome, the Arabs in the seventh 
and eighth centuries, Napoleon I, and Hitler. They al! have in common an 
urge toward expansion which knows no rational limits, feeds on its own suc- 
cesses and, if not stopped by a superior force, will go on to the confines of 
the political world.’ This urge will not be satisfied so long as there remains 
anywhere a possible object of domination—a politically organized group of 
men which by its very independence challenges the conqueror's lust for 
power. It is, as we shall see, exactly the lack of moderation, the aspiration to 
conquer all that lends itself to conquest, characteristic of unlimited imperial- 
ism, which in the past has been the undoing of the imperialistic policies of 





7Hobbes has given the classical analysis of this unlimited desire for power in the Leviathan, 
Chapter XI (Everyman's Library), pp. 49 ff. “So that in the first place, I put for a generall 
inclination of all mankind, a perpetual) and restlesse desire of Power after power, that ceaseth 
only in Death. And the cause of this, is not alwayes that a man hopes for a more intensive delight, 
that he has already attained to; or that he cannot be content with a moderate power: but because 
he cannot assure the power and means to live well, which he hath present, without the acquisi- 
tion of more. And from hence it is, that Kings, whose power is greatest, turn their endeavours 
to the assuring it at home by Lawes, or abroad by Wars: and when that is done, there succeedeth 
a new desire; in some, of Fame from new conquest; in others, of ease and sensuall pleasure; in 
others, of admiration, or being flattered from excellence in some art, or other ability of the 
mind.” 
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this kind. The only exception is Rome, for reasons that will be discussed 
later. 


Continental Empire 

The type of geographically determined imperialism is most clearly pre- 
sented in the policies of European powers to gain a predominant position on 
the European continent. Louis XIV, Napoleon III, and William II are cases 
in point. The kingdom of Piedmont under Cavour seeking the domination of 
the Italian peninsula in the 1850's, the different participants in the Balkan 
Wars of 1912 and 1913 aspiring to hegemony in the Balkans, Mussolini trying 
to make the Mediterranean an Italian lake—these are examples of geograph- 
ically determined imperialism on a less than continental basis. The American 
policy of the nineteenth century, consisting in the gradual expansion of Amer- 
ican rule over the better part of the North American continent is primarily, 
but not exclusively, determined by the geographic limits of a continent; for 
the United States has not attempted to bring Canada and Mexico under its 
domination, although it would have been able to do so. Continental imperi- 
alism is here modified by its limitation to a localized section of the continent. 

The same mixed type of imperialism constitutes the essence of American 
foreign policy toward the Western Hemisphere as a whole. The Monroe Doc- 
trine, by postulating for the Western Hemisphere a policy of the status quo 
with regard to non-American powers, erected a protective shield behind 
which the United States could establish its predominance within that geo- 
graphic region. Within these geographic limits, however, American policy 
was not always uniformly imperialistic. Toward the Central American repub- 
lics and certain countries of South America it was at times frankly imperialis- 
tic, but in its dealings with some other countries, such as Argentina and Bra- 
zil, it sought only to maintain the existing superiority of the United States, — 
which was the result of a kind of natural process rather than of a deliberate 
American policy. Even though the United States has had the power to impose 
its superiority upon these countries in the form of actual hegemony, it chose 
not to do so. Here again we find a localized imperialism within the general 
framework of a geographically limited policy. 


Local Preponderance 

The prototype of localized imperialism is to be found in the monarchical 
policies of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In the eighteenth cen- 
tury, Frederick the Great, Louis XV, Maria Theresa, Peter the Great, and 
Catherine II were the moving forces of this kind of foreign policy. In the 
nineteenth century, Bismarck was the master of this imperialistic policy, 
which seeks to overthrow the status quo and to establish political preponder- 
ance within self-chosen limits. The difference between such a localized im- 
perialistic policy, continental imperialism, and unlimited imperialism is the 
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difference between the foreign policies of Bismarck, William II, and Hitler. 
Bismarck wanted to establish Germany's preponderance in Central Europe; 
William II, in all of Europe; Hitler, in the whole world. The traditional ob- 
jectives of Russian imperialism, such as control of Finland, Eastern Europe, 
the Balkans, the Dardanelles, and Iran, are also of a localized nature. 

The limits of this type of imperialism are not, as in the case of the geo- 
graphically limited type, primarily a product of the objective facts of nature 
beyond which it would be either technically difficult or politically unwise to 
go. On the contrary, they are primarily the result of a free choice among 
several alternatives, one of which might be a policy of the status quo, another 
continental imperialism, a third localized imperialism. In the eighteenth cen- 
tury the third alternative recommended itself because the existing concert of 
powers, each of about the same strength, discouraged any attempt at conti- 
nental imperialism. The experience of Louis XIV showed how hazardous such 
an attempt could be. Furthermore, eighteenth-century imperialism was mo- 
tivated mainly by considerations of monarchical power and glory, not by the 
mass emotions of modern nationalism. These considerations operated within 
‘a common framework of monarchical traditions and European civilization 
which imposed upon the actors on the political scene a moral restraint nec- 
essarily absent in periods of religious or nationalistic crusades. 

In the nineteenth century, the element of choice characteristic of the 
policy of localized imperialism is paramount in the history of Bismarck’s for- 
eign policy. First, he had to overcome the opposition of the Prussian conser- 
vatives who favored a policy of the status quo for Prussia over Bismarck’s 
policy of localized imperialism aiming at hegemony within Germany. When 
victorious wars had made Bismarck’s policy feasible, it had to be defended 
against those who now wanted to go beyond the limits Bismarck had set for 
Prussian and later German hegemony. The dismissal of Bismarck by William 
II in 1890 marked the end of localized and the beginning of at least a ten- 
dency toward continental imperialism as the foreign policy of Germany. 


Three Methods of Imperialism 


Just as there are three types of imperialism with respect to the situations from 
which imperialism typically arises, and three types of imperialism in view of 
its objectives, so a triple distinction is to be made regarding the typical means 
employed by imperialistic policies. Accordingly, we must distinguish between 
military, economic, and cultural imperialism. A widespread popular miscon- 
ception confuses these three methods with the objectives of imperialism, as 
though economic imperialism, for instance, aimed at nothing but economic 
exploitation of other peoples. This misconception has its origin in the eco- 
nomic theories of imperialism as well as in the neglect of the power element 
in international relations, referred to above.® In truth, military imperialism 
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seeks military conquest; economic imperialism, economic exploitation of other 
peoples; cultural imperialism, the displacement of one culture by another— 
but always as means to the same imperialistic end. That end is always the 
overthrow of the status quo; that is, the reversal of the power relations be- 
tween the imperialist nation and its prospective victims. This immutable end 
is served by military, economic, and cultural means, either alone or in com- 
bination. It is with these means that we are here concerned. 


Military Imperialism 

The most obvious, the most ancient, and also the crudest form of impe- 
rialism is military conquest. The great conquerors of all times have also been 
the great imperialists. The advantage of this method, from the point of view 
of the imperialistic nation, lies in the fact that the new power relations result- 
ing from military conquest can as a rule be changed only by another war 
instigated by the vanquished nation, with the odds normally against the latter. 
Napoleon I might have relied upon the sole power of the ideas of the French 
Revolution to establish the hegemony of France in Europe and in the world; 
that is, he might have chosen cultural imperialism instead of military con- 
quest. On the other hand, if he could make and hold military conquests, he 
would reach his imperialistic goal more quickly and derive from the process 
of conquering that maximum of personal satisfaction which victory in combat 
gives to the victor. Yet the very condition under which this statement is alone 
correct indicates the great drawback of military conquest as a method of im- 
perialism: war is a gamble; it may be lost as well as won. The nation that 
starts war for imperialistic ends may gain an empire and keep it, as Rome did. 
Or it may gain it and, in the process of trying to gain still more, lose it, as in 
Napoleon's case. Or it may gain it, lose it, and fall victim to the imperialism 
of others, as in the case of National Socialist Germany and of Japan. Military | 
imperialism is a gamble played for the highest stakes. 


Economic Imperialism 

Economic imperialism is less obtrusive and also generally less effective 
than the military variety and is, as a rational method of gaining power, a 
product of modern times. As such, it is a concomitant of the age of mercantil- 
ist and capitalist expansion. Its outstanding modern example is what is called 
“dollar diplomacy.” It has also played an important role in the history of Brit- 
ish and French imperialism. British influence in Portugal since the beginning 
of the eighteenth century has been powerfully supported by economic con- 
trol. British supremacy in the Arab world was the result of economic policies 
for which the term “oil diplomacy” is not misplaced. Similarly, the Arab dis- 
covery of the political uses of oil has given the oil-producing Arab nations 
unprecedented power over the industrial nations importing Arab oil. The pre- 
dominant influence France exercised in countries such as Rumania in the pe- 
riod between the two world wars was to a considerable extent based upon 
economic factors. 


_ 
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The common characteristic of the policies we call economic imperialism 
is their tendency, on the one hand, to overthrow the status quo by changing 
the power relations between the imperialist nation and others and, on the 
other hand, to do so not through the conquest of territory but by way of 
economic control. If a nation cannot or will not conquer territory for the pur- 
pose of establishing its mastery over other nations, it can try to achieve the 
same end by establishing its contro] over those who control the territory. The 
Central American republics, for instance, are all sovereign states; they possess 
all the attributes of sovereignty and display the paraphernalia of sovereignty. 
But, their economic life being almost completely dependent upon exports to 
the United States, these nations, unless they receive significant support from 
another source, are unable to pursue for any length of time policies of any 
kind, domestic or foreign, to which the United States would object. 

The nature of economic imperialism as an unobtrusive, indirect, but 
fairly effective method of gaining and maintaining domination over other na- 
tions is particularly striking where two rival imperialisms compete with eco- 
nomic means for control over the same government. The century-old compe- 
tition between Great Britain and Russia for control of Iran, though carried on 
for a long time predominantly by military means, may serve as an example. 
Professor P. E. Roberts described this situation in Iran, then called Persia, 
before the First World War: 


Russia presses on her from the north, Great Britain from the south, though the 
influence of the two powers is very different. Great Britain holds in her hands 
the bulk of the foreign trade of southern Persia, and claims a general control of 
the whole Asiatic coastline from Aden eastwards to Baluchistan. . . .Great Brit- 
ain has never coveted territorial possessions. . . . The development of naviga- 
tion of the Volga and the construction of the Transcaspian railway have given to 
Russia the bulk of the trade with northern Persia. But the commercial weapons 
of Russia are a monopoly and prohibition. She has laid an interdict upon the 
making of railroads in Persian territory, and has often opposed measures which 
might regenerate the country.’ 


Only “the commercial and political rivalry of Great Britain” seemed to bar 
the way to the complete absorption of Iran into the Russian orbit. 

During the period of economic and political rivalry between Great Brit- 
ain and Russia in that region, the foreign policies, and frequently also the 
domestic policies, of the Iranian government faithfully reflected the intensity 
of the economic, and sometimes military, pressures that the rival powers 
brought to bear. When Russia promised or granted economic advantages that 
Great Britain failed to match, or when Russia threatened to withdraw advan- 
tages it had granted, Russian influence increased, and vice versa. Russia did 
not dare realize its territorial ambitions with regard to Iran. Great Britain had 
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none. But both tried to control the Iranian government, which in turn con- 
trols oil fields as well as the road to India. 


Cultural Imperialism* 

What we suggest calling cultural imperialism is the most subtle and, if it 
were ever to succeed by itself alone, the most successful of imperialistic pol- 
icies. It aims not at the conquest of territory or at the control of economic 
life, but at the conquest and control of the minds of men as an instrument for 
changing the power relations between two nations. If one could imagine the 
culture and, more particularly, the political ideology, with all its concrete 
imperialistic objectives, of State A conquering the minds of all the citizens 
determining the policies of State B, State A would have won a more complete 
victory and would have founded its supremacy on more stable grounds than 
any military conqueror or economic master. State A would not need to 
threaten or employ military force or use economic pressure in order to 
achieve its ends; for that end, the subservience of State B to its will, would 
have already been realized by the persuasiveness of a superior culture and a 
more attractive political philosophy. 

This is, however, a hypothetical case. Cultural imperialism generally falls 
short of a victory so complete as to make other methods of imperialism super- 
fluous. The typical role cultural imperialism plays in modern times is subsid- 
iary to the other methods. It softens up the enemy, it prepares the ground 
for military conquest or economic penetration. Its typical modern manifesta- 
tion is the fifth column, and one of its two outstanding modern successes is to 
be found in the operations of the National Socialist fifth columns in Europe 
before the outbreak and at the beginning of the Second World War. Its suc- 
cess was most spectacular in Austria, where in 1938 a pro-National Socialist 
government invited the German troops to occupy the country. Its success was 
considerable in France, where a number of influential citizens, inside and 
outside the government, had been converted to the National Socialist philos- 
ophy and its international objectives. It is hardly an exaggeration to say that 
these countries were already partly conquered by means of cultural imperial- 
ism before military conquest finished the task. Great Britain, by interning at 
the outbreak of the Second World War all known National Socialists and their 
sympathizers within its borders, paid tribute to the danger that cultural pen- 
etration presented for the prospective victims of German imperialism. 

The other outstanding example of cultural imperialism in our time, an- 
tedating and surviving the National Socialist fifth column, is the Communist 





"What is described under this heading goes frequently by the name of ideological imperial- 
ism, the term “ideological” referring particularly to the contest of political philosophies. Two 
reasons, however, seem to make it advisable to use the term “cultural” instead. On the one hand, 
the term “cultural” comprises all kinds of intellectual influences, political and otherwise, that 
serve as means for imperialistic ends. On the other hand, we are using the term “ideological” in 
Chapter 7 in its specific sociological sense, and it would only make for confusion if we used the 
same term here in its general popular meaning. 
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International. In its heyday, directed from Moscow, it guided and controlled 
the Communist parties in all countries and saw to it that the policies pursued 
by the national Communist parties were in accord with the foreign policy of 
the Soviet Union. To the extent that Communist parties gained influence in 
particular nations, the influence of the Soviet Union over these nations in- 
creased, and where Communist parties gained control of national govern- 
ments, the Russian government, controlling the Communist parties, con- 
trolled these national governments. 

The technique used by the Soviet Union for establishing its control over 
the countries of Eastern Europe provides a classic example of the organic 
interconnectedness between cultural imperialism and the other forms of im- 
perialistic conquest. In those countries the promotion of Communism through 
Communist parties, directed from Moscow, was a mere means to the end of 
Russian domination and was co-ordinated with other means serving the same 
end. Thus military conquest was the foundation for the Russian domination of 
Eastern Europe. Supporting and in part supplanting it was Russian control 
over the economic life of Eastern Europe, and the consequent economic de- 
pendence of Eastern Europe upon the Soviet Union. Finally, the Soviet 
Union endeavored to substitute loyalty to Communism and, in consequence, 
to the Soviet Union for the loyalties the peoples of Eastern Europe have 
traditionally felt to their respective nations, religions, and parties, endeavor- 
ing thus to make them willing tools of Russian policies. 

The competition between the Soviet Union and China for the domination 
of the world Communist movement and for predominant influence in the un- 
committed nations, too, uses primarily the instruments of cultural imperial- 
ism. The two major Communist nations derive their claim to dominant influ- 
ence from the assertion that each of them is the true heir of Marx and Lenin, 
while the other is a heretic supporting the enemies of Communism. Wher- 
ever governments and political movements adhere to Communist doctrine, 
this argument is a source of power for the one of the two major Communist 
nations that can make the argument credible. 

The cultural imperialism of totalitarian governments is well disciplined 
and highly organized; for these governments are able, because of their totali- 
tarian character, to exert strict contro] and guiding influence over the 
thoughts and actions of their citizens and foreign sympathizers. While the 
technique of cultural imperialism has been perfected by the totalitarians and 
has been forged into the effective political weapon of the fifth column, the 
use of cultural sympathy and political affinities as weapons of imperialism is 
almost as old as imperialism itself. The histories of ancient Greece and Ren- 
aissance Italy are replete with episodes in which imperialistic policies were 
executed through association with political sympathizers in the enemy ranks 
rather than through military conquests. In modern times religious organiza- 
tions, associated or identified with governments, have played an important 
role in imperialistic policies of a cultura] character. Typical in this respect are 
the imperialistic policies of Czarist Russia, which used the dual position of the 
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Czar as head of the Russian government and of the Orthodox Church for the 
purpose of extending the power of Russia to the followers of the Orthodox 
faith in foreign countries. That Russia was able in the nineteenth century to 
succeed Turkey as the preponderant power in the Balkans is largely due to 
the cultural imperialism that used the Orthodox Church as a weapon of Rus- 
sian foreign policy. 

In the secular field, la mission civilisatrice of France has been a potent 
weapon of French imperialism. The deliberate use of the attractive qualities 
of French civilization for the purposes of French foreign policy was one of the 
cornerstones of French imperialism in the countries adjacent to the eastern 
Mediterranean before the First World War. The wave of public sympathy 
throughout the world, which came to the aid of France in both world wars, 
was the fruit of cultural imperialism, which in turn strengthened the French 
military imperialism of the later, victorious years of both world wars. Cultural 
imperialism in the form of the diffusion of a national culture is incomparably 
less mechanical and disciplinary, but not necessarily less effective, than the 
totalitarian kind. While the latter makes use primarily of the affinities of po- 
litical philosophy, the former impresses the intellectually influential groups of 
a foreign country with the attractive qualities of a civilization until these 
groups tend to find the political objectives and methods of that civilization 
equally attractive. 

We have already pointed out that cultural imperialism generally plays a 
role subsidiary to the military and economic varieties. Similarly, while eco- 
nomic imperialism sometimes stands by itself, it frequently supports military 
policies. On the other hand, while military imperialism is able to conquer 
without the support of nonmilitary methods, no dominion can last that is 
founded upon nothing but military force. Thus the conqueror will not only 
prepare for military conquests by economic and cultural penetration. He will 
also found his empire not upon military force alone, but primarily upon the 
control of the livelihood of the conquered and upon the domination of their 
minds. And it is in that most subtle yet most important task that, with the 
exception of Rome, all the great imperialists, from Alexander to Napoleon and 
Hitler, have failed. Their failure to conquer the minds of those whom they 
had conquered otherwise proved to be the undoing of their empires. The ever 
renewed coalitions against Napoleon, the revolts of the Poles against the Rus- 
sians throughout the nineteenth century, the struggle of the underground 
against Hitler, and the fights of Ireland and India for freedom from British 
rule are the classic examples in modern times of that ultimate problem which 
few imperialistic policies have been able to solve. 

The share of economic and cultural imperialism in the over-all interna- 
tional activities of governments has greatly increased since the Second World 
War. It has done so for two reasons. On the one hand, military imperialism 
pursued openly and on a large scale is no longer a rational instrument of 
foreign policy since it carries within itself the risk of escalation into a self- 
destructive nuclear war. Thus a nation bent upon the imperialistic expansion 
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of its power will often substitute economic and cultural methods for military 
ones. On the other hand, the disintegration of the colonial empires into a 
great number of weak states, many of which must rely for their very survival 
upon outside assistance, opens up new opportunities for imperialistic nations 
to expand their power by economic and cultural means. Thus China, the So- 
viet Union, and the United States use their economic and cultural resources 
in order to compete with each other for the expansion of their respective 
power into the so-called uncommitted third of the world or at least for pre- 
venting the other nations to expand theirs. The weakness of the new nations 
offers them the opportunity, and the unacceptable risk of nuclear war has 
transformed that opportunity into a rational necessity. 


HOW TO DETECT AND COUNTER 
AN IMPERIALISTIC POLICY 


The preceding considerations lead to the fundamental question that confronts 
the public officials responsible for the conduct of foreign policy as well as 
citizens trying to form an intelligent opinion on international issues. This 
question concerns the character of the foreign policy pursued by another na- 
tion and, in consequence, the kind of foreign policy that ought to be adopted 
with regard to it. Is the foreign policy of the other nation imperialistic, or is 
it not? In other words, does it seek to overthrow the existing distribution of 
power, or does it only contemplate adjustments within the general framework 
of the existing status quo? The answer to that question has determined the 
fate of nations, and the wrong answer has often meant deadly peril or actual 
destruction; for upon the correctness of that answer depends the success of 
the foreign policy derived from it. While it would be fatal to counter imperi- 
alistic designs with measures appropriate to a policy of the status quo, it 
would be only a little less risky to deal with a policy seeking adjustments 
within the status quo as though it were imperialistic. The classic example of 
the former error is the appeasement of Germany in the late thirties. The 
other error had a decisive influence upon the foreign policies of the great 
European powers in the decades before the outbreak of the First World War. 


The Problem of Policy: Containment, Appeasement, Fear 


As the policies of imperialism and the status quo are fundamentally different 
in nature, so must the policies designed to counter them be fundamentally 
different. A policy adequate to counter a policy of the status quo cannot be 
sufficient to meet a policy of imperialism. A policy of the status quo which 
seeks adjustments within the existing over-all distribution of power can be 
dealt with by a policy of give and take, of balance, of compromise: a policy, 
in short, that makes use of the techniques of adjustment within a given over- 
all distribution of power in order to gain a maximum of advantage and to get 
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by with a minimum of loss. Imperialism, which seeks to overthrow the exist- 
ing distribution of power, must at the very least be countered by a policy of 
containment which, in defense of the existing distribution of power, calls a 
halt to further aggression, expansion, or other disturbances of the status quo 
on the part of the imperialistic nation. The policy of containment erects a 
wall, either a real one, such as the Great Wall of China or the French Magi- 
not Line, or an imaginary one, such as the line of military demarcation drawn 
in 1945 between the Soviet orbit and the Western world. It says in effect to 
the imperialistic nation: “Thus far and no farther,” warning it that a step be- 
yond the line entails the virtual certainty of war. 

Appeasement is a foreign policy that attempts to meet the threat of im- 
perialism with methods appropriate to a policy of the status quo. Appease- 
ment tries to deal with imperialism as though it were a policy of the status 
quo. It errs in transferring a policy of compromise from a political environ- 
ment favorable to the preservation of the status quo, where it belongs, to an 
environment exposed to imperialistic attack, where it does not belong. One 
might say that appeasement is a corrupted policy of compromise, made erro- 
neous by mistaking a policy of imperialism for a policy of the status quo. 

It is important to note, in view of the contemporary tendency to use the 
term “appeasement” indiscriminately as a term of opprobrium, that appease- 
ment and imperialism are logically correlated. In other words, a policy of 
appeasement on the one side presupposes a policy of imperialism on the other 
side. If we say that State A pursues with respect to State B a policy of ap- 
peasement, we are at the same time saying that State B pursues with respect 
to State A a policy of imperialism. If the latter statement is incorrect, the 
former is meaningless. 

The appeaser sees in the successive demands of the imperialistic power 
rationally limited objectives which in themselves are compatible with the 
maintenance of the status quo and must be disposed of either on their intrin- 
sic merits or by way of compromise. His error lies in not seeing that the 
successive demands, far from being self-contained and growing from specific 
grievances, are but the links of a chain at the end of which stands the over- 
throw of the status quo. The conciliation of antagonistic policies on the basis 
of legal or moral principles or through a diplomatic bargain is indeed the great 
task of a diplomacy that operates on both sides within the recognized limits 
of the status quo. Since both sides accept the existing distribution of power, 
both sides can afford to settle their differences either on the basis of principle 
or through compromise; for whatever the settlement may be, it will not affect 
the basic distribution of power between them. 

The situation is, however, different when one or both sides have imperi- 
alistic designs; that is, when they seek a fundamental change in the existing 
distribution of power. Then the settlement of the respective demands on the 
basis of legal or moral principles or through bargaining methods, in disregard 
of the influence the settlement might have upon the distribution of power, 
amounts to a piecemeal change in the power relations in favor of the imperi- 
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alistic nation. For the latter will always be favored by compromise and will 
be careful in choosing the grounds for its demands so that principle will favor 
it, too. Ultimately, these piecemeal changes will add up to the reversal of the 
power relations in favor of the imperialistic nation. The imperialistic nation 
will have won a bloodless, yet decisive, victory over an opponent who did not 
know the difference between compromise and appeasement. 

Germany started its imperialistic policies openly in 1935 with the repu- 
diation of the disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles, pointing to 
the failure of the other nations to disarm and to the increase in French and 
Russian armaments. Taken by itself and in disregard of an ulterior objective, 
the argument was not without merit in the light of the legal principle of equal- 
ity. Apart from paper protests and paper alliances, the only tangible reaction 
to this first German step on the road to empire was the conclusion three 
months later of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement, in which Great Britain 
conceded to Germany a naval force of not more than 35 per cent that of Great 
Britain. Both the reoccupation of the Rhineland by Germany in 1936 and its 
denunciation of the international control of its waterways later in the same 
year found support in the legal principle of equality, if one accepted the pro- 
fessed rational limits of the demands as the actual ones. The annexation of 
Austria in 1938 could easily be defended by the principle of national self- 
determination, which had also been one of the professed war aims of the 
Allied powers in the First World War. 

Later in 1938 Germany demanded the German parts of Czechoslovakia. 
The Munich settlement granted the German demands. When Hitler, shortly 
before the settlement of Munich, declared that the German parts of Czecho- 
slovakia were the last territorial demands Germany had to make in Europe, 
he was really saying that the annexation of these territories was an end in 
itself, self-contained within its own rational limits. He pretended that German 
policy operated within the general framework of the European status quo and 
was not intent upon overthrowing it, and that the other European powers 
ought to view German foreign policy in that light and deal with it correspond- 
ingly. It was only by the end of March 1939, five months before the outbreak 
of the Second World War, that the annexation of the whole of Czechoslovakia 
and the territorial demands on Poland convinced the Western powers that 
what had appeared to be a policy of the status quo had really been from the 
beginning a policy of imperialism, of continental, if not world, dimensions. 

At that moment, the distribution of power in Europe was already 
changed in favor of Germany. It was changed to such an extent that a further 
increase in German power could not be prevented short of war. Germany had 
become strong enough to challenge openly the status quo of Versailles, and 
the prestige—that is, the reputation for power—of the nations identified with 
the order of Versailles had sunk so low that they were unable to defend what 
was left of the status quo by mere diplomatic means. They could either sur- 
render or go to war. Thus the appeasers of 1938 became either the quislings 
(if they deemed resistance to German imperialism hopeless) or the heroes of 
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1939—45 (if they thought that resistance was morally required regardless of 
the outcome or that it had even a chance to succeed). The final catastrophe, 
and the tragic choices with which the catastrophe confronted the actors on 
the international scene, were predetermined by that initial error which re- 
sponded to a policy of imperialism as though it were a policy of the status 
quo. 

Once a policy of containment has succeeded in checking a policy of im- 
perialism, or the latter has run its course either because it has reached its 
objective or has exhausted itself, containment (a policy of uncompromising 
resistance) might will make way to compromise (a policy of give and take). 
Such a policy, nefarious when it seeks to appease imperialism, becomes a 
virtue when it aims at accommodating a policy of the status quo which has 
left its imperialistic aspiration behind. It was this distinction to which Sir 
Winston Churchill referred when he said on December 14, 1950, in the 
House of Commons: 


The declaration of the Prime Minister that there will be no appeasement also 
commands almost universal support. It is a good slogan for the country. It seems 
to me, however, that in this House it requires to be more precisely defined. 
What we really mean, I think, is no appeasement through weakness or fear. 
Appeasement in itself may be good or bad according to the circumstances. Ap- 
peasement from weakness and fear is alike futile and fatal. Appeasement from 
strength is magnanimous and noble and might be the surest and perhaps the only 
path to world peace. 


The other fundamental error into which those responsible for the conduct 
of foreign affairs are most likely to fall is the reverse of the one thus far dis- 
cussed. It mistakes a policy of the status quo for a policy of imperialism. By 
doing so, State A resorts to certain measures defensive in intent, such as 
armaments, bases, alliances, with respect to State B. The latter, in turn, re- 
sorts to countermeasures, for it now sees State A embarking upon a policy of 
imperialism. These countermeasures strengthen the initial misapprehension, 
on the part of State A, of State B’s policies, and so forth. Ultimately, either 
both countries correct their errors with regard to their respective policies or 
else the ever increasing mutual suspicions, feeding upon each other, end in 
war. Out of an initial error there develops a vicious circle. Two or more na- 
tions, each only seeking to preserve the status quo, but each convinced of the 
imperialistic designs of the others, find support for their own errors of judg- 
ment and action in the errors of the others. In such a situation nothing but 
an almost superhuman effort will deflect the trend of events from a cata- 
strophic denouement. 

The history of European diplomacy between the Franco-German War of 
1870 and the outbreak of the First World War in 1914 illustrates this situa- 
tion. After the victorious conclusion of the War of 1870 and the foundation of 
the German Empire, German foreign policy was mainly defensive. It was 
concerned with the maintenance of the position Germany had acquired in 
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Europe and with the danger, Bismarck’s famous cauchemar des coalitions, 
that a hostile coalition, especially between France and Russia, might.chal- 
lenge that position. The Triple Alliance between Germany, Austria, and Italy 
was the instrument of that defensive policy. It was served also by the Rein- 
surance Treaty with Russia in which Russia and Germany pledged each other 
neutrality if either became involved in war with a third power 

After the dismissal of Bismarck in 1890, William II decided to let the 
Reinsurance Treaty lapse, primarily because of the fear that its continuation 
might alienate Austria and thus destroy the Triple Alliance. Russia then (in 
1891 and 1894) entered into agreements with France which were defensive in 
character and obviously inspired by fear of the intentions of the Triple Alli- 
ance. The provisions of the Military Convention of 1894, in particular, antic- 
ipated the possible transformation of the Triple Alliance from a defensive into 
an imperialistic instrument. Thus the Convention was to remain a force as 
long as the Triple Alliance. The main provisions of the Convention made the 
following stipulations: If France were attacked by. Germany or by Italy sup- 
ported by Germany, Russia would give military aid to France. France would 
‘do the same in respect to Russia if the latter were attacked by Germany or 
by Austria supported by Germany. In case of the mobilization of the forces of 
the Triple Alliance, France and Russia would mobilize their forces without 
delay. 

First, the fear of hostile alliances led to the formation of the Triple Alli- 
ance. Then, the fear of the latter's dissolution led to the severance by Ger- 
many of the friendly relations with Russia. Finally, the fear of the intentions 
of the Triple Alliance brought about the Franco-Russian Alliance. It was the 
mutual fears of these two defensive alliances, and the general insecurity cre- 
ated by the erratic character of the imperialistic utterances of William I, that 
inspired the diplomatic maneuvers during the two decades before the First 
World War. These maneuvers sought either new combinations destructive of 
existing alignments or the support of powers, thus far aloof, for the existing 
alliances. In the end, the general conflagration in 1914 was made inevitable 
by the fear that the other side would change the power relations decisively in 
: its favor if not forestalled by such a change: in one’s own favor. In the two 
antagonistic blocs, Russia and Austria especially were animated by this fear. 
The fear of the other's suspected imperialism bred imperialism in reaction, 
which, in turn, gave substance to the original fear. 

The distorting effects of mutual fear are particularly pronounced when 
antagonistic foreign policies are overlaid with world-embracing ideologies” to 
which the foreign policies actually pursued may or may not correspond. Thus 
the Communist ideology of world revolution and of the Communization of the 
world creates in non-Communist nations the fear that the foreign policies of 
Communist nations are of necessity at the service of a world-wide imperial- 
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ism. In consequence, every move a country such as the Soviet Union or 
China makes on the chessboard of international politics is not judged on its 
own merits but in terms of imperialistic ideology. On the other hand, since 
Communist philosophy assumes that capitalistic nations are by nature warlike 
and “imperialistic,”” Western professions of dedication to law and order and 
opposition to aggression and subversion are interpreted by Communist na- 
tions as mere ideological disguises of imperialistic policies. 

This mythological perception of reality on both sides calls forth policies 
seeking to contain the imperialism of the other side, and these policies con- 
firm in the minds of all concerned the original mythological interpretation. 
The great powers are thus trapped in a vicious circle. First, fear makes them 
interpret reality in terms of an ideology on which that fear can feed. Then, 
the measures they take to protect themselves from what may be an imaginary 
danger confirm the. other side in its fears and misinterpretation of reality. 
Then, countermeasures are taken against these measures, carrying a similar 
confirmation, and so forth. Thus the fear of one side sustains the fear of the 
other, and vice versa. Enmeshed in mutual fear and engaged in an arms race 
which seeks to still those fears, neither side is capable of putting the original 
assumption of imperialism to the test of actual experience. What was origi- 
nally a mythological perception of reality has now become a self-fulfilling 
prophecy: the policies engendered by mutual fear appear to provide empirical 
evidence for the correctness of the original assumption.‘ 


The Problem of Detection 


Appeasement, which is the attempt to compromise with an imperialism not 
recognized as such, and the fear that creates imperialism where there is 
none—these are the two wrong answers, the two fatal mistakes an intelligent | 
foreign policy must try to avoid. Such an intelligent foreign policy, which 
recognizes imperialism where it exists and determines its specific nature, is 
confronted with five difficulties, and they are all of a formidable character. 
The first and most fundamental difficulty was pointed out by Bukharin, 
the foremost exponent of the Communist doctrine from Lenin's death to the 
great purges in the mid-thirties. Arguing against the non-economic explana- 
tion of imperialism, he summarized it thus: “Imperialism is a policy of con- 
quest. But not every policy of conquest is imperialism.”” The statement is 
indeed correct and squares with what we have said previously about the dis- 
tinction between a policy of conquest operating within the existing status quo 
and one seeking to overthrow it.° To make this distinction in a concrete situ- 
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cultural and economic ones and, hence, are not imperialistic, is indeed a dif- 
ficult task. Here again reference to the typical situations favorable to imperi- 
alistic policies will be of help. 

The active economic policies Switzerland has been pursuing in the inter- 
national sphere have never had an imperialistic tinge. British foreign-trade 
policies at times have had an imperialistic character with respect to certain 
countries. Today their end is in the main purely economic; that is, they try 
to obtain for the inhabitants of the British Isles the necessities of life. They 
aim at economic survival through favorable trade balances, not at the main- 
tenance or acquisition of political power over foreign nations. It is only with 
regard to certain strategic regions, such as Egypt and Iran, that since the end 
of the Second World War British economic policies have at times been sub- 
ordinated to political considerations. Some of these considerations might have 
acquired, or under certain conditions will acquire, an imperialistic character. 

The cultural penetration of Latin America by Spain was generally bound 
to be without imperialistic significance, for the military weakness of Spain in 
relation to the United States forbade any thought of changing the power re- 
lations in Latin America in Spain’s favor. The cultural mission of France has 
been in certain countries and at certain times an end in itself. Under different 
' circumstances and in other countries it has been subordinated to imperialistic 
aims. Here, too, the character of economic and cultural expansion may change 
with a change in the political situation. When the opportunity beckons, the 
“reservoir of good will” or a preponderant position in the foreign trade of 
another country, which a nation has acquired as ends in themselves, may 
suddenly become sources of political power and potent instruments in the 
struggle for power. But when circumstances change again, they may lose that 
quality just as suddenly. 

When all these difficulties have been overcome and a foreign policy has 
been correctly identified as imperialistic, yet another difficulty presents itself. 
It concerns the kind of imperialism with which one has to deal. A successful 
localized imperialism may find in its success an incentive to spread wider and 
wider until it becomes continental or worldwide. More particularly, a country 
may find it necessary, in order to stabilize and secure a local preponderance, 
to acquire preponderance of power on an even greater scale, and it may feel 
fully secure only in a worldwide empire. There is frequently in imperialism 
a dynamic force, rationalized in aggressive or defensive terms, that proceeds 
from a limited region to a continent and from there to the world. The Mace- 
donian Empire under Philip and Alexander and Napoleonic imperialism were 
of this kind. On the other hand, a policy of worldwide imperialism, opposed 
by superior force, may retreat to a geographically determined region or be 
satisfied with local preponderance. Or it may lose its imperialistic tendencies 
altogether and transform itself into a policy of the status quo. The develop- 
ment from geographically determined to localized imperialism and from there 
to the permanent loss of imperialistic tendencies altogether can be traced in 
the history of Swedish imperialism in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu- 
ries. 


_ The Struggle for Power: Imperialism && 

Thus the evaluation of imperialistic tendencies and, consequently, of the 
policies countering them is never definitive. Both policies and counterpolicies 
are ever subject to re-evaluation and reformulation. But the framers of foreign 
policy are always exposed to the temptation to take a particular pattern of 
imperialistic expansion or of any other type of foreign policy as permanent 
ar’ to pursue a foreign policy adapted to that pattern even when the pattern 
has changed. A worldwide imperialism requires countermeasures different 
from those which are adequate for one that is localized, and a nation that 
counters the latter with measures appropriate to the former will bring on the 
very dangers it tries to avoid. In this necessity to recognize quickly a change 
in the imperialistic policy of another nation lies another difficulty and, in the 
failure to adapt one’s own foreign policy quickly to such change, another 
source of error. 

Finally, imperialism poses a problem that it shares with al] foreign 
policy—presenting it, however, in a particularly acute manner. This is the 
problem of detecting the true nature of a foreign policy behind its ideological 
disguises. The ‘actors on the international scene rarely present the foreign 
' policy they are pursuing for what it is, and a policy of imperialism almost 
never reveals its true face in the pronouncements of those who pursue it. The 
true nature of the policies pursued disappears behind a veil of ideological 
disguises. The reasons why this must be so and the typical shapes these ideol- 
ogies take will be discussed in Chapter 7 of this book. How difficult it is to 
distinguish between the appearance of a foreign policy and its essence will 
become apparent in the course of that discussion. 





Lhe Struggle 
for Power: 
Policy of Prestige 


The policy of prestige has rarely been recognized in modern political litera- 
ture for what it is: the third of the basic manifestations of the struggle for 
power on the international scene. The reasons for this neglect are threefold. 
The policy of prestige shares this neglect with the subtle and intangible rela- 
tionships the understanding of which, as we have seen," has suffered from the 
predominant theoretical and practical concern with the material aspect of 
power in the form of force, actual or threatened. Furthermore, the policy of 
prestige has used as one of its main vehicles the aristocratic forms of social _ 
intercourse practiced in the diplomatic world. That world, with its ceremonial 
rules, its quarrels about rank and precedence, and its empty formalisms, is 
the very antithesis of the democratic way of life. Even those not fully per- 
suaded that power politics is nothing but an elitist atavism have been inclined 
to see in the policy of prestige as practiced by diplomats an anachronistic 
game, frivolous and farcical and devoid of any organic connection with the 
business of international politics. 

Finally, prestige, in contrast to the maintenance and acquisition of 
power, is but rarely an end in itself. More frequently, the policy of prestige 
is one of the instrumentalities through which the policies of the status quo 
and of imperialism try to achieve their ends. This makes it easy to conclude 
that the policy of prestige is not important and does not deserve systematic 
discussion. : 

Actually, the policy of prestige, however exaggerated and absurd its uses 
may have been at times, is as intrinsic an element of the relations between 
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nations as the desire for prestige is of the relations between individuals. Here 
again it becomes obvious that international and domestic politics are but dif- 
ferent manifestations of one and the same social fact. In both spheres, the 
desire for social recognition is a potent dynamic force determining social re- 
lations and creating social institutions. The individual seeks confirmation, on 
the part of his fellows, of the evaluation he puts upon himself. It is only in 
the tribute others pay to his goodness, intelligence, and power that he be- 
comes fully aware of, and can fully enjoy, what he deems to be his superior 
qualities. It is only through his reputation for excellence that he can gain the 
measure of security, wealth, and power he regards to be his due. Thus, in 
the struggle for existence and power—which is, as it were, the raw material 
of the social world—what others think about us is as important as what we 
actually are. The image in the mirror of our fellows’ minds (that is, our pres- 
tige), rather than the original, of which the image in the mirror may be but 
the distorted reflection, determines what we are as members of society. 

It is, then, a necessary and important task to see to it that the mental 
picture other people form of one’s position in society at least represents faith- 
‘ fully the actual situation, if it does not excel it. This is exactly what the policy 
of prestige is about. Its purpose is to impress other nations with the power 
one’s own nation actually possesses, or with the power it believes, or wants 
the other nations to believe, it possesses. Two specific instrumentalities serve 
this purpose: diplomatic ceremonial in the widest meaning of the term, and 
the display of military force.* 


_— 


DIPLOMATIC CEREMONIAL 


Two episodes from the life of Napoleon show clearly the symbols through 
which the power position of a ruler, representing a nation, expresses itself in 
ceremonial forms. One shows Napoleon at the summit of his power, the other 
indicates that he had left that summit behind. 

In 1804, when Napoleon was about to be crowned Emperor by the Pope, 
each of the two rulers had a vital interest in demonstrating his superiority 
over the other. Napoleon was successful in asserting his superiority, not only 
by putting the crown on his head with his own hands instead of letting the 
Pope do it, but also by a ceremonial device that the Duke of Rovigo, one of 
Napoleon’s generals and minister of police, reports in his memoirs: 


He went to meet the Pope on the road to Nemours. To avoid ceremony, the 
pretext of a hunting-party was assumed; the attendants, with his equipages, were 
in the forest. The Emperor came on horseback and in a hunting-dress, with his 
retinue. It was at the half-moon on the top of the hill that the meeting took place. 
There the Pope's carriage drew up; he got out at the left door in his white cos- 


*See also pages 352 ff. for the discussion of propaganda, which serves in good measure as an 
instrument of the policy of prestige. 
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tume: the ground was dirty; he did not like to step upon it with his white silk 
shoes, but was obliged to do so at last. 

. Napoleon alighted to receive him. They embraced; and the Emperor’s car- 
riage, which had been purposely driven up, was advanced a few paces, as if from 
the carelessness of the driver; but men were posted to hold the two doors open: 

at the moment of getting in, the Emperor took the right door, and an officer of 
the court handed the Pope to the left, so that they entered the carriage by the 
two doors at the same time. The Emperor naturally seated himself on the right; 

and this first step decided without negotiation upon the etiquette to be observed 
during the whole time that the Pope was to remain at Paris.” 


The other episode occurred in 1813 in Dresden, after the defeat in Rus- 
sia, when Napoleon was threatened by a coalition of all of Europe, a coalition 
that shortly afterward would inflict upon him the disastrous defeat of Leipzig. 
In an interview lasting nine hours, Napoleon tried to restrain the Austrian 
Chancellor, Metternich, from joining the coalition against him. Metternich 
treated Napoleon as a doomed man, while Napoleon acted like the master of 
Europe, which he had been for a decade. After a particularly stormy ex- 
change, Napoleon, as if to test his superiority, dropped his hat, expecting the 
spokesman of the hostile coalition to pick it up. When Metternich feigned not 
to see it, it must have become clear to both men that a decisive change had 
occurred in the prestige and power of the victor of Austerlitz and Wagram. 
Metternich summed up the situation when he told Napoleon at the end of 
the discussion that he was sure Napoleon was lost. 

The relations between diplomats lend themselves naturally as instru- 
ments for a policy of prestige, for diplomats are the symbolic representatives 
of their respective countries.* The respect shown them is really shown their 
countries; the respect shown by them is really shown by their countries; the 
insult they give or receive is really given or received by their countries. His- - 
tory abounds with examples illustrating these points and the importance at- 
tributed to them in international politics. _. 

In most courts it was the custom to have foreign ambassadors introduced 
to the sovereign by ordinary officials while royal ambassadors were introduced 
by princes. When in 1698 Louis XIV had the Ambassador of the Republic of 
Venice introduced by the Prince of Lorraine, the Grand Council of Venice 
asked the French Ambassador to assure the King that the Republic of Venice 
would be forever grateful for that honor and the Council sent a special letter 
of thanks to Louis XIV. Through that gesture France indicated that it re- 
garded the Republic of Venice to be as powerful as a kingdom, and it was for 
that new prestige that Venice showed its gratitude. At the papal court the 
Pope used to receive the diplomatic representatives of different types of states 
in different halls. Ambassadors of crowned heads and of Venice were received 
in' the Sala Reggia, the representatives of other princes and of republics in 
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the Sala Ducale. The Republic of Genoa is said to have offered the Pope 
millions in order to have its representatives received in the Sala Reggia in- 
stead of in the Sala Ducale. The Pope, however, refused to grant the request 
because of the opposition of Venice, which did not want Genoa to be treated 
on equal terms with herself. Equality of treatment would have meant equality 
of prestige—that is, reputation for power—and to this the state superior in 
prestige could not consent. 

At the end of the eighteenth century, it was still the custom at the court 
of Constantinople that ambassadors and members of their suites who pre- 
sented themselves to the Sultan were grabbed by the arms by court officials 
and their heads bent down. After the customary exchange of speeches be- 
tween ambassador and Prime Minister, the court officials exclaimed: “Praise 
be to the Eternal that the infidels must come and give homage to our glo- 
riously brilliant sceptre."”. The humiliation of the representatives of foreign 
countries was intended to symbolize the inferiority in power of the countries 
they represented. 

Under President Theodore Roosevelt, all diplomatic representatives 
were received together on the first of January in order to present their con- 
gratulations to the President. President Taft changed the arrangement and 
ordered that ambassadors and ministers be received separately. When the 
Spanish Minister, who had not been informed of this change, appeared on 
January 1, 1910, at the White House for the reception of the ambassadors he 
was refused admission. Whereupon the Spanish government recalled the min- 
ister and protested to the government of the United States. A nation that had 
just lost its empire and passed to the rank of a third-rate power insisted at 
least upon the prestige commensurate with its former greatness. 

In 1946, when the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union was seated at a 
victory celebration in Paris in the second row, while the representatives of 
other great powers sat in the first, he left the meeting in protest. A nation 
that for long had been a pariah in the international community had attained 
the unquestioned position of a great power and insisted upon the prestige due 
to its new status. At the Potsdam Conference of 1945, Churchill, Stalin, and 
Truman were unable to agree on who should enter the conference room first; 
finally they entered through three different doors at the same time. These 
three political leaders symbolized the respective power of their nations. Con- 
sequently, the precedence accorded to one of them would have given his 
nation a prestige of superiority over the other two which the latter were not 
willing to concede. Since they claimed equality of power, they were bound to 
be concerned with upholding the prestige in which that equality found its 
symbolic expression. 

To cite two recent examples: France, since DeGaulle opposed the su- 
pranational tendencies of the European Communities, objected 


—_ 


to the traditional style—striped pants, morming coat and champagne—in which 
Dr. Walter Hallstein, president of the Common Market Commission, has been 
receiving ambassadors presenting their credentials. 
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Paris feels that such a ceremony creates the impression that Dr. Hallstein is 
equal in rank, for the purpose of receiving ambassadors’ credentials, to a chief of 
state, such as President deGaulle. 

The French contend that the commission is not a government and the cere- 
mony should be toned down. This is one aspect of French opposition to the so- 
called supra-national features of the European communities. France views them 
as groups of sovereign states.° 


The peace negotiations among the United States, the South and North 
Vietnam governments, and the National Liberation Front (Viet Cong) which 
were supposed to have started in November 1968 were delayed for ten weeks 
because of a dispute over the shape of the conference table. North Vietnam 
proposed a square table, or four tables arranged in a circular or diamond 
pattern, or a plain round table forming a complete unbroken circle. The 
United States, on the other hand, proposed two half oval tables placed against 
each other to form a broken oval, or two half-circular tables to form a broken 
circle, or two half-circular tables, separated somewhat from each other, with 
two rectangular tables for secretaries between them. As concerns the last pro- 
posal, the United States made the concession that the two half-circular tables 
could be pushed together to adjoin the secretarial tables between them. How- 
ever, the secretarial tables would have to jut out a few inches on either side 
from the curved tables.® Finally, a circular table without nameplates, flags or 
markings was agreed upon. Two rectangular tables, measuring about 3 feet by 
4% feet, were to be placed 18 inches from the circular table at opposite sides. 

What lay behind these seemingly absurd proceedings? North Vietnam 
insisted upon the recognition of the Viet Cong as an independent negotiating 
party. The United States wanted the recognition of its assumption, basic to 
its long-held conception of the war, that the Viet Cong were a mere extension 
of the North Vietnamese regime. Thus the controversy over the shape of the 
table was a symbolic manifestation of the substance of the conflict. Was the 
Vietnam War the result of the aggression of the North Vietnamese, using the 
Viet Cong as its instrument, or was the Viet Cong a genuine popular force, 
aided and abetted but not created by the North Vietnamese? The shape of 
the table, one way or other, would have prejudged that substantive issue. 
The shape finally agreed upon appeared to leave that issue in abeyance. 

The political importance of the entertainment in which all diplomats vie 
with each other is well illustrated by these excerpts from an article dealing 
with the Washington social scene: 


Now the question of whether foreign embassies actually buy anything for their 
countries with all this entertainment is naturally moot. There is no check on it. 
But most amassadors pursue their social rounds with dead seriousness and regard 
it as one of the most important and productive aspects of their job. They are 
probably right. 





“The New York Times, May 4, 1966, p. 16. 
“The New York Times, December 14, 1968, p. 2. - 
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After all, propriety severely constricts the activities of an ambassador in the 
capital to which he is accredited. Certainly an ambassador doesn't want to be 
seen on the Hill, mingling with Congressmen or publicly registering reaction to 
the tone and tenor of legislative debates. Yet he must get about enough to receive 
accurate impressions of American affairs and officials, and in turn leave some 
impress of his own and his country’s character on the public mind. For this, the 
social avenue is almost his only approach, and unless he is attractive and adept 
in the salon, he will not be of much use to his country in the chancery. . . . 

Because the Latin Americans throw the biggest and most expensive parties 
in Washington, and appear to profit the least thereby, there is a tendency to 
write them off as mere playboys. That is a mistake. What the Latinos are striving 
for, above all, is prestige, a place of equality in the family of American nations; 
and who can say that by parading not only their wealth but their good manners 
and bright, zestful minds in a series of unrivaled entertainments they are not 
accomplishing something toward that end?” 


The policy of prestige as the policy of demonstrating the power a nation 
has or thinks it has, or wants other nations to believe it has, finds a particu- 
_ larly fruitful field in the choice of a locality for international meetings. When 
many antagonistic claims compete with each other and cannot be reconciled 
through compromise, the meeting-place is frequently chosen in a country that 
does not participate in the competition for prestige. For this reason, The 
Hague in the Netherlands and Geneva in Switzerland have been favored 
meeting-places for international conferences. Frequently, the shift from one 
favorite meeting-place to another symbolizes a shift in the preponderance of 
power. During the better part of the nineteenth century, most international 
conferences were held in Paris. But the Congress of Berlin of 1878, held in 
the capital of the re-established German Empire after its victory over France, 
demonstrated to all the world Germany’s new prestige of being the prepon- 
derant power on the European continent. Originally, the Soviet Union op- 
posed the choice of Geneva as headquarters of the United Nations; for Ge- 
neva, the former headquarters of the League of Nations, was symbolic of the 
low point in Russian prestige in the period between the two world wars. 
When the distribution of power within the United Nations, meeting in New 
York in the aftermath of the Second World War, showed the Soviet Union in 
what appeared to be a permanent minority, confronted with a majority under 
American leadership, it advocated the transfer of the headquarters of the 
United Nations to Geneva, which carried no symbolic reference to American 
supremacy. That in 1972 President Nixon met the Chinese Prime Minister, 
Chou En-lai, in Peking and not in Washington or at some neutral place has a 
symbolic significance for the shifts that the nations concerned believe to have 
occurred in the distribution of power in Asia and in the world. 

Normally a nation that has a preponderance of power in a particular field 
or region insists that international conferences dealing with matters concern- 


™R.S.V. Politics,” Fortune, February 1952, p. 120. (Used by permission of Fortune. Copy- 
right Time Inc., 1952.) 
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ing that field or region meet within, or at least close to, its territory. Thus 
most international conferences dealing with maritime questions have been 
held in London. International conferences concerned with Japan have met 
either in Washington or in Tokyo. Most international conferences concerned 
with the future of Europe after the Second World War have been held either 
on Russian territory, such as Moscow and Yalta, or in territory occupied by 
the Soviet Union, such as Potsdam, or in the proximity of Russian territory, 
such as Teheran. Yet, by the end of 1947, the political situation had changed 
to such an extent that President Truman could declare with considerable em- 
phasis that he would meet Stalin nowhere but in Washington.® 


DISPLAY OF MILITARY FORCE 


Besides the practices of diplomacy, the policy of prestige uses military dem- 
onstrations as means to achieve its purpose. Since military strength is the 
obvious measure of a nation’s power, its demonstration serves to impress the 
others with that nation’s power. Military representatives of foreign nations 
are, for instance, invited to peacetime army and navy maneuvers, not in order 
to let them in on military secrets, but to impress them and their governments 
with the military preparedness of the particular nation. The invitation of for- 
eign observers to the two atomic bomb tests in the Pacific in 1946 was in- 
tended to fulfill a similar purpose. The foreign observer was, on the one hand, 
to be impressed by the naval might of the United States and with American 
technological achievements. “Twenty-one observers from the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Control Commission,” reported the New York Times, “. . . 
agreed today that the United States was bombing a group of ships larger than 
many of the world’s navies.”* On the other hand, the foreign observer was to 
see for himself what the atomic bomb could do above and under water and 
how superior in military strength a nation that had the monopoly of 
the atomic bomb was bound to be in comparison with nations that did not 
have it. 

‘Because of the high mobility of navies, which are able to bring the flag 
and the power of a nation to the four corners of the globe and because of the 
great impressiveness of their appearance, naval demonstrations have in the 
past been a favorite instrument of the policy of prestige. The visit in 1891 of 
the French fleet to the Russian port of Kronstadt and the return visit in 1893 
of the Russian fleet to the French port of Toulon mark a turning point in the 
political history of the world; for these mutual visits demonstrated to the 
world a political and military solidarity between France and Russia which was 
not long in crystallizing into a political and military alliance. The periodical 





"New York Times, December 19, 1947, p. 1; July 27, 1948, p. 1; February 4, 1949, p. 1. 
“Ibid., July 1, 1946, p. 3. 
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dispatch, on the part of the great maritime powers, of naval squadrons to the 
ports of the Far East demonstrated to the peoples of that region the superi- 
ority of Western power. The United States has from time to time sent war- 
ships to Latin-American ports in order to remind the nations concerned that 
in the Western Hemisphere American naval power is supreme. 

Whenever the claims of a maritime power were challenged in colonial or 
semicolonial regions either by the natives or by competing powers, these na- 
tions would dispatch warships to the region as symbolic representatives of the 
power of the country. A famous example of this kind of policy of prestige is 
the visit William II paid in 1905 on board a German warship to Tangier, a 
port of Morocco, for the purpose of counteracting French claims on that state. 
The Mediterranean cruises American naval squadrons have been making since 
the Second World War to Italian, Greek, and Turkish ports are the unmistak- 
able reply to Russian aspirations in that region. The selection of the most 
exposed regions of Western Europe for maneuvers by the combined forces 
of the Western allies is intended to demonstrate to the Soviet Union and 
_ to the allies themselves the military power of the Atlantic Alliance and the 
resolution to use this power in defense of the status quo in Western 
Europe. 

The most drastic form of the military type of the policy of prestige is 
partial or total mobilization. Mobilization as an instrument of the policy of 
prestige may be obsolete today, since the war of the future will in all proba- 
bility require total preparedness at all times. In the past, however, and as late 
as 1938 and 1939, the calling to the colors either of certain classes of the 
reserves or of all those subject to military service has been a potent instru- 
ment of the policy of prestige. When, for instance, in July 1914, Russia mo- 
bilized its army, followed by the mobilization of the Austrian, German, and 
French forces, and when France and Czechoslovakia mobilized their armies 
in September 1938, and France its army again in March and September 1939, 
the purpose was always to demonstrate to friend and foe alike one’s own mil- 
itary strength and one’s resolution to use that strength in support of one’s 
politica] ends. | 

Here prestige—reputation for power—is employed both as a deterrent 
to and as preparation for war. It is hoped that the prestige of one’s own nation 
will be great enough to déter the other nations from going to war. At the 
same time it is hoped that, if this policy of prestige should fail, the mobiliza- 
tion of the armed forces before the actual outbreak of war will put one’s own 
nation in the most advantageous military position possible under the circum- 
stances. At that point, political and military policy tend to merge and become 
two different aspects of one and the same policy. We shall have further otca- 
sion to point to the intimate relations between foreign and military policy in 
times of peace as well as of war.! 





_ 'See Chapters 9, 23, 32. 
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TWO OBJECTIVES OF THE POLICY OF PRESTIGE 


The policy of prestige has two possible ultimate objectives: prestige for its 
own sake, or much more frequently, prestige in support of a policy of the 
status quo or of imperialism. While in national societies prestige is frequently 
sought for its own sake, it is rarely the primary objective of foreign policy. 
Prestige is at most the pleasant by-product of foreign policies whose ultimate 
objectives are not the reputation for power but: the substance of power. The 
individual members of a national society, protected as they are in their exis- 
tence and social position by an integrated system of social institutions and 
rules of conduct, can afford to indulge in the competition for prestige as a 
kind of harmless social game. But nations, which as members of the interna- 
tional society must in the main rely upon their own power for the protection 
of their existence and power position, can hardly neglect the effect that a gain 
or loss of prestige will have upon their power position on the international 
scene. 

It is therefore not by accident that, as we have already pointed out, ob- 
servers of international affairs who underrate the importance of power tend to 
take questions of prestige lightly. And it is likewise not by accident that only 
foolhardy egocentrics are inclined to pursue a policy of prestige for its own 
sake. In modern times, William II and Mussolini are cases in point. Intoxi- 
cated with newly acquired domestic power, they regarded international poli- 
tics as a kind of personal sport where in the exaltation of one’s own nation and 
in the humiliation of others one enjoyed one’s own personal superiority. By 
doing so, however, they confused the international with the domestic scene. 
At home, the demonstration of their power, or at least of its appearance, 
would be at worst nothing more than harmless foolishness. Abroad, such a 
demonstration is a play with fire that will consume the player who does not 
have the power commensurate with his belief or his pretense. One-man gov- 
ernments—that is, absolute monarchies or dictatorships—tend to identify the 
personal glory of the ruler with the political interests of the nation. In view 
of the successful conduct of foreign policy, this identification is a serious weak- 
ness, for it leads to a policy of prestige for its own sake, neglectful of the 
national interests at stake and of the power available to support them. Amer- 
ican policy in Indochina from 1965 to 1975 could well be seen in the light of 
this analysis. 

The function the policy of prestige fulfills for the policies of the status 
quo and of imperialism grows out of the very nature of international politics. 
The foreign policy of a nation is always the result of an estimate of the power 
relations as they exist among different nations at a certain moment of history 
and as they are likely to develop in the immediate and distant future. The 
foreign policy of the United States, for instance, is based upon an evaluation 
of the power of the United States in relation to, let us say, the power of Great 
Britain, the Soviet Union, and Argentina, and of the probable future devel- 
opment of the power of these different nations. Likewise, the foreign policies 
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of Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and Argentina are based upon similar 
evaluations, which are constantly subjected to review for the purpose of 
bringing them up to date. 

It is the primary function of the policy of prestige to influence these 
evaluations. If, for instance, the United States could impress its power upon 
the Latin-American nations to such an extent as to convince them that its 
predominance in the Western Hemisphere was unchallengeable, its policy of 
the status quo in the Western Hemisphere would not be likely to be chal- 
lenged, and its success would thus be assured. The relative political stability 
Europe enjoyed during the twenties and in the beginning of the thirties was 
due mainly to the prestige of France as the strongest military power in the 
world. German imperialism owes its triumphs in the late thirties mainly to a 
successful policy of prestige. This policy was able to convince the nations 
interested in the maintenance of the status quo of Germany’s superiority, if 
not invincibility. For instance, the showing of documentary films of the “blitz- 
krieg’ in Poland and France to foreign audiences composed preferably of mil- 
itary and political leaders clearly served this purpose. Whatever the ultimate 
' objectives of a nation’s foreign policy, its prestige—its reputation for power— 
is always an important and sometimes a decisive factor in determining success 
or failure of its foreign policy. A policy of prestige is, therefore, an indispens- 
able element of a rational foreign policy. 

The Cold War, which dominated the relations of the Western world and 
the Soviet bloc during the two decades following the Second World War, was 
fought primarily with the weapons of prestige. The United States and the 
Soviet Union endeavored to impress each other with their military might, 
technological achievements, economic potential, and political principles in or- 
der to weaken each other's morale and deter each other from taking an irrev- 
ocable step toward war. Similarly, they tried to impress their allies, the mem- 
bers of the hostile alliance, and the uncommitted nations with these same 
qualities. Their aim was to keep the allegiance of their own allies, weaken the 
unity of the hostile coalition, and win the support of the uncommitted nations. 

Prestige has become particularly important as a political weapon in an 
age in which the struggle for power is fought not only with the traditional 
methods of political pressure and military force, but in large measure as a 
struggle for the minds of men. In wide areas of Asia, the Middle East, Africa, 
and Latin America, the Cold War has been fought primarily in terms of com- 
petition between two rival political philosophies, economic systems, and ways 
of life. This is another way of saying that in these regions prestige—reputation 
for performance and power—has become the main stake for which political 
warfare is waged. The chief instruments of this struggle are propaganda, 
which seeks to increase the prestige of one’s own side and deflate that of the 
enemy, and foreign aid, which intends to impress the recipient nation with 
the economic and technological proficiency of the aid’s provider. 

A policy of prestige attains its very triumph when it gives the nation pursu- 
ing it such a reputation for power as to enable it to forgo the actual employment 
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of the instrument of power. Two factors make that triumph possible: reputation 
for unchallengeable power and reputation for self-restraint in using it. Of this 
rare combination the Roman and the British empires and the Good Neighbor 
policy of the United States, when it prevailed, are the classic examples. 

The longevity of the Roman Empire, in contrast to the fate of quick dis- 
solution which generally befalls imperial structures of similar dimensions, was 
due primarily to the profound respect in which the name of a Roman was held 
within its confines. Rome was superior in political acumen and military 
strength to any one of the component parts of the Empire. By making the 
burden of its superiority as easy as possible to bear, it deprived its subject 
peoples of the incentive to rid themselves of Roman domination. At worst one 
or the other of the subject peoples might revolt, but there was never incen- 
tive enough for the formation of a coalition sufficiently strong to challenge 
Rome. Isolated revolts would be dealt with swiftly and efficiently by prepon- 
derant Roman power, thus increasing Rome's prestige for power. The contrast 
between the dismal fate of those who dared to challenge Rome, and the 
peaceful] and prosperous existence, under the protection of the Roman law, of 
those who remained loyal, increased Rome's reputation for moderation in the 
exercise of its power. 

The same reputation for power tempered by self-restraint was one of the 
foundation stones of the British Empire. Observers have marveled at the abil- 
ity of a few thousand British officials to dominate hundreds of millions of 
Indians, not to speak of the voluntary ties of loyalty which kept the self- 
governing dominions united in the Empire. But the ignominious defeats 
Great Britain suffered in the Second World War at the hands of Japan shat- 
tered forever its reputation for unchallengeable power. And the cry for na- 
tional liberation, raised by the subject races throughout Asia, drowned out 
the memory of a tolerant rule mellowed by age and wisdom. When that two- 
fold prestige was gone and the resources to maintain the Empire by sheer 
force had become. unavailable, the Asiatic part of the British Empire did not 
for long survive the prestige of Britain. 

During the era of the Good Neighbor policy, the hegemony of the 
United States in the Western Hemisphere reposed likewise upon the repu- 
tation for unchallengeable power rather than upon its actual exercise. The 
superiority of the United States in the Western Hemisphere was so obvious 
and overwhelming that prestige alone was sufficient to assure the United 
States the position among the American republics commensurate with its 
power. The United States even at times could afford to forgo insistence upon 
the prestige that was its due, because the self-restraint thus manifested made 
its hegemony more tolerable to its neighbors to the south. Thus the United 
States made a point, from the inauguration of the Good Neighbor policy, to 
have Pan-American conferences meet in Latin-American countries rather than 
in the United States. Since in the Western Hemisphere the United States 
had the substance of unchallengeable power, it deemed it the better part of 
wisdom not to insist upon all the manifestations of the prestige that go with 
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such overwhelming power, and to allow some other country in the Western 
Hemisphere to enjoy at least the appearances of power in the form of pres- 
tige. Only with the decline of the Organization of American States and a shift 
in American policy did this outlook begin to change. 


THREE CORRUPTIONS OF THE POLICY OF PRESTIGE 


For a nation to pursue a policy of prestige is, however, not enough. It can do 
too much or too little in this respect, and in either case it will run the risk of 
failure. It does too much when, insecure in the awareness of its power, it 
invests a particular move with a measure of prestige out of all proportion to 
its actual importance. The prestige of a nation is not determined by the suc- 
cess or failure of a particular move at a particular moment in history. Quite 
to the contrary, it reflects the sum total of a nation’s qualities and actions, of 
its successes and failures, of its historic memories and aspirations. The pres- 

tige of a nation is very much like the credit of a bank. A bank with large, 
"proven resources and a record of successes can afford what a small and fre- 
quently unsuccessful competitor cannot: to make a mistake or suffer a setback. 
Its known power is big enough for its prestige to survive such reverses. The 
same is true of nations. 

The pages of history are full of instances of nations which, secure in their 
possession of great power and recognized as such by their peers, have suf- 
fered defeat or retreated from exposed positions without suffering a loss in 
prestige. When was the prestige of France higher: when it fought wars in 
Indochina and Algeria which it could neither win nor thought it could afford 
to lose, or after it had liquidated these losing enterprises? And how much, in 
the long run, did American prestige suffer from the debacle of the Bay of Pigs 
in 1962? When France demonstrated the wisdom and courage to liquidate 
two losing enterprises on which it had staked its “honor,” its prestige rose to 
heights it had not attained since the beginning of the Second World War, and 
the Bay of Pigs has weighed little in the scales of American prestige, heavy as 
they are with power and successes. Nations must take care not to confound 
ephemeral fluctuations of public opinion with the lasting foundations of na- 
tional power and prestige. Prestige in a particular instance, then, like the 
power it mirrors, must be seen in the context of a nation’s over-all power and 
prestige. The greatness of the latter is reflected in the former, and the defi- 
ciences of the former are compensated for by the latter. 

A nation also does too much when it paints an exaggerated picture of its 
power and thus attempts to gain a reputation for power which exceeds the 
power it actually possesses. In that case, it builds its prestige upon the ap- 
pearances of power rather than upon its substance. Here the policy of prestige 
transforms itself into a policy of bluff. Its outstanding example in recent his- 
tory is the policy of Italy from the Ethiopian War of 1935 to the African cam- 
paign of 1942. Embarking upon a policy of imperialistic expansion with the 
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purpose of making the Mediterranean an Italian lake, Italy during the Ethio- 
pian War and the Spanish Civil War of 1936-39 dared defy Great Britain, 
then the foremost naval power on earth and the predominant power in the 
Mediterranean. It did so by creating the impression that it was a military 
power of the first order. Italy was successful in this policy so long as no other 
nation dared to put its pretense of power to the actual test. When this test 
came, it revealed the contrast between Italy’s reputation for power, deliber- 
ately created by a number of propagandistic devices, and its actual power. It 
unmasked its policy of prestige as a policy of bluff. 

The essence of a policy of bluff is well illustrated in the theater device of 
letting a score of extras, dressed as soldiers, walk about the stage, disappear 
behind the scenery, and come back again and again, thus creating the illusion 
of a great number of marching men. While the ignorant and the gullible will 
easily be deceived by this appearance of armed might, the informed and de- 
tached observer will not fall victim to the deception. And if the stage direc- 
tions require that the “army” give battle to another “army” the bluff becomes 
patent to anyone. Here the policy of bluff is reduced to its essentials, and its 
mechanics are demonstrated in elemental form. It is easy for the policy of 
bluff to succeed in the short run, but in the long run it can succeed only if it 
is able to postpone forever the test of actual performance, and this even the 
highest quality of statecraft cannot assure. 

The best that luck and political wisdom can do is to use the initial success 
of a policy of bluff for the purpose of bringing the actual power of one’s nation 
up to its reputed quality. While the other nations are bluffed into giving that 
power undeserved consideration, time is gained for bringing prestige and ac- 
tual power into harmony. A nation, therefore, that has fallen behind in the 
competition for power, especially in the field of armaments, might try to con- | 
ceal its weakness behind a policy of bluff while at the same time endeavoring 
to overcome its handicap. When Great Britain, in the autumn and winter of 
1940-41, was actually open to invasion, its prestige, far exceeding at that time 
its actual military strength, was probably the most important single factor 
deterring the Germans from the attempt to invade its territory. Subsequently, 
while maintaining the appearance of its defensive strength, it was able to 
acquire actual defensive strength. It must, however, be noted that luck came 
to the assistance of that policy of bluff in the form of Hitler's military mistakes, 
and that this policy was not so much freely chosen by Great Britain as forced 
upon it as a desperate last resort by an almost irresistible necessity.” . 

While it thus remains true that it is generally a mistake in international 
politics to engage in a policy of bluff, it is no less a mistake to go to the other 





*One can safely say that in the two most critical periods of its history Great Britain owed its 
salvation, at least in part, to its prestige. When in 1797 all of Europe was at Napoleon's feet and 
France concentrated all its efforts upon the destruction of Great Britain, a mutiny broke out in 
the British fleet. For a time two loyal ships were all that stood between the continent and the 
British Isles. In the winter of 1940-41, Great Britain was, for however different reasons, similarly 
helpless. In both situations, the awe in which the British name was held was one of the factors 
deterring its enemies from an attack that the distribution of material power greatly favored. 
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extreme and be satisfied with a reputation for power which is inferior to the 
actual power possessed. The outstanding examples of this “negative policy of 
prestige” are the United States and the Soviet Union in the period between 
the two world wars and, more particularly, in the first years of the Second 
World War. 

At the outbreak of the Second World War, the United States was already 
potentially the most powerful nation on earth, and it had openly declared its 
opposition to the imperialism of Germany and Japan. Nevertheless, Germany 
and Japan proceeded very much as though the United States as a first-rate 
power did not exist at all. The significance of the attack on Pearl Harbor in 
view of this discussion lies in the implied expression of contempt for the mil- 
itary strength of the United States. The reputation for power of the United 
States—that is, its prestige—was so low that Japan could base its war plans 
upon the assumption that American military strength would not recover from 
the blow of Pearl Harbor in time to influence the outcome of the war. Amer- 
ican prestige was so low that Germany and Italy, instead of trying to keep the 
United States out of the European war, seemed almost eager to bring it in by 
declaring war against it on December 10, 1941. Hitler is quoted as having 
declared in 1934: “The American is no soldier. The inferiority and decadence 
of this allegedly New World is evident in its military inefficiency.”® 

So enormous a depreciation was primarily due to what can almost be 
called the absence of an American policy of prestige in so far as reputation for 
military power is concerned. Far from demonstrating to the other nations 
what the human and material potentialities of the United States could mean 
in terms of military power, the United States seemed almost anxious to prove 
to the world its unwillingness, if not inability, to transform those enormous 
potentialities into actual instruments of war. Thus the United States invited 
neglect and attack from its enemies, failure for its policies, mortal danger to 
its vital interests. 

The Soviet Union had to cope with similar results not because it ne- 
glected, but because it failed in, its policy of prestige. Throughout the period 
between the two world wars, the reputation of the Soviet Union for power 
' was low. While Germany, France, and Great Britain at times tried to secure 
Russian support for their foreign policies, no nation had a sufficiently high 
opinion of the power of the Soviet Union to overcome the aversion to Russian 
political ideology and the fear of its spreading through the rest of Europe. 
When, for instance, during the Czechoslovakian crisis of 1938 France and 
Great Britain were confronted with the alternative of either approving the 
imperalistic expansion of Germany or trying to check it with the aid of the 
Soviet Union, the latter’s prestige was so low that the Western Europen pow- 
ers rejected its proffered co-operation without much hesitation. The military 
prestige of the Soviet Union reached its lowest point during the campaign 





3Hermann Rauschning, The Voice of Destruction (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1940), 
p. 71. 
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against Finland in 1939-40, when little Finland seemed able to hold its own 
against the Russian giant. That lack of prestige was one of the factors that 
convinced the German general staff as well as the general staffs of the allied 
nations that the Soviet Union would be unable to withstand a German attack. 

For a wise foreign policy, however, such discrepancy between prestige 
and actual power ought not to be a matter of indifference. For if the Soviet 
Union had appeared to be as powerful in 1938 or 1939 or 1941 as it actually 
was—that is, if its prestige had then been commensurate with its power—the 
policies of the other nations with respect to the Soviet Union might easily 
have been different, and the destiny of the Soviet Union and of the world 
might have been different as well. Whether today the Soviet Union is as 
strong as it seems to be, or stronger, or weaker, is a question of fundamental 
importance for both the Soviet Union and the rest of the world. The same is 
true of the United States and of any other nation playing an active role in 
international politics. To demonstrate to the rest of the world the power one’s 
own nation possesses, revealing neither too much nor too little, is the task of 
a wisely conceived policy of prestige. 


The Ideological 
Element in 
International Policies 


THE NATURE OF POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES' 


It is a characteristic aspect of all politics, domestic as well as international, 
that frequently its basic manifestations do not appear as what they actually 
are—manifestations of a struggle for power. Rather, the element of power as 
the immediate goal of the policy pursued is explained and justified in ethical, 
legal, or biological terms. That is to say: the true nature of the policy is con- 
cealed by ideological justifications and rationalizations. 

The deeper the individual is involved in the power struggle, the less 
likely he is to see the power struggle for what it is. The words which Hamlet 
addresses to his mother might be addressed with equal lack of success to all 


hungry for power: 


‘The concept of ideology is frequently used in the general sense of philosophic, political, and 
moral convictions; we are dealing with the subject matter referred to by this general concept of 
ideology in later parts of this book. The concept of ideology used in this chapter corresponds to 
what Karl Mannheim has called “particular ideology.” See Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1936), p. 49: “The particular conception of ideology 
is implied when the term denotes that we are sceptical of the ideas and representations advanced 
by our opponent. They are regarded as more or less conscious disguises of the real nature of a 
situation, the true recognition of which would not be in accord with his interests. These distor- 
tions range all the way from conscious lies to half-conscious and unwitting disguises; from calcu- 
lated attempts to dupe others to self-deception.” See also p. 238: “The study of ideologies has 
made it its task to unmask the more or less conscious deceptions and disguises of human interest 
groups, particularly those of political parties.” 
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. . . Mother, for love of grace, 
Lay not that flattering unction to your soul, 
That not your trespass, but my madness speaks. 


Or, as Tolstoy puts it in War and Peace: 


When a man acts alone, he always carries within him a certain series of consid- 
erations, that have, as he supposes, directed his past conduct, and that serve to 
justify to him his present action, and to lead him to make projects for his future 
activity. 

Assemblies of men act in the same way, only leaving to those who do not 
take direct part in the action to invent consideration, justifications, and projects 
concerning their combined activity. 

For causes, known or unknown to us, the French began to chop and hack at 
each other. And to match the event, it is accompanied by its justification in the 
expressed wills of certain men, who declare it essential for the good of France, 
for the cause of freedom, of equality. Men cease slaughtering one another, and 
that event is accompanied by the justification of the necessity of centralisation of 
power, of resistance to Europe, and so on. Men march from west to east, killing 
their fellow-creatures, and this event is accompanied by phrases about the glory 
of France, the baseness of England, and so on. History teaches us that those 
justifications for the event are devoid of all common sense, that they are incon- 
sistent with one another, as, for instance, the murder of a man as a result of the 
declaration of his rights, and the murder of millions in Russia for the abasement 
of England. But those justifications have an incontestable value in their own day. 

They remove moral responsibility from those men who produce the events. 
At the time they do the work of brooms, that go in front to clear the rails for the 
train: they clear the path of men’s moral responsibility. Apart from those justifi- 
cations, no solution could be found for the most obvious question that occurs to 
one at once on examining any historical event; that is, How did millions of men 
come to combine to commit crimes, murders, wars, and so on?* 


The actor on the political scene cannot help “playing an act” by concealing 
the true nature of his political actions behind the mask of a political ideology. 
The more removed the individual is from a particular power struggle, the 
more likely he is to understand its true nature. So it is not by accident that 
foreigners have often a better understanding of the politics of a particular 
country than have the natives, and that scholars are better equipped than 
politicians to understand what politics is all about. On the other hand, politi- 
cians have an ineradicable tendency to deceive themselves about what they 
are doing by referring to their policies not in terms of power but in terms of 
either ethical and legal principles or biological necessities. In other words, 
while all politics is necessarily pursuit of power, ideologies render involve- 
ment in that contest for power psychologically and morally acceptable to the 
actors and their audience. 

These legal and ethical principles and biological necessities fulfill a dual 
function in the sphere of international politics. They are either the ultimate 





"Epilogue, Part II, Chapter VII. - 
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goals of political action, of which we have spoken before®’—that is, those ul- 
timate objectives for the realization of which political power is sought—or 
they are the pretexts and false fronts behind which the element of power, 
inherent in all politics, is concealed. These principles and necessities may 
fulfill one or the other function, or they may fulfill them both at the same 
time. A legal and ethical principle, such as justice, for example, or a biological 
necessity, such as an adequate standard of living, may be the goal of a foreign 
policy, or it may be an ideology, or it may be both at the same time. Since 
we are not concerned here with the ultimate goals of international politics, 
we shall deal with ethical and legal principles and biological necessities only 
in so far as they perform the function of ideologies. 

These ideologies are not the accidental outgrowth of the hypocrisy of 
certain individuals who need only to be replaced by other, more honest in- 
dividuals in order to make the conduct of foreign affairs more decent. Disap- 
pointment always follows such expectations. The members of the opposition 
who were most vocal in exposing the deviousness of Franklin D. Roosevelt's 
or Churchill's foreign policies shocked their followers, once they had become 
‘ responsible for the conduct of foreign affairs, by their own use of ideological 
disguises. It is the very nature of politics to compel the actor on the political 
scene to use ideologies in order to disguise the immediate goal of his action. 
The immediate goal of political action is power, and political power is power 
over the minds and actions of men. Yet those who have been chosen as the 
prospective object of the power of others are themselves intent upon gaining 
power over others. Thus the actor on the political scene is always at the same 
time a prospective master and a prospective subject. While he seeks power 
over others, others seek power over him. 

To this ambivalence of man as a political being corresponds the ambiva- 
lence of his moral evaluation of this condition. He will consider his own desire 
for power as just and will condemn as unjust the desire of others to gain 
power over him. Since the end of the Second World War, the Russians have 
found their own designs for power justified by considerations of their own 
security. But they have condemned as “imperialistic” and preparatory to 
world conquest the expansion of American power. The United States has put 
a similar stigma on Russian aspirations, while it views its own international 
objectives as necessities of national defense. As John Adams put it: \ 


Power always thinks it has a great soul and vast views beyond the comprehension 
of the weak and that it is doing God's service when it is violating all His laws. 
Our passions, ambitions, avarice, love and resentment, etc., possess so much 
metaphysical subtlety and so much overpowering eloquence that they insinuate 
themselves into the understanding and the conscience and convert both to their 


party. 


The ambivalence of this evaluation, characteristic of the approach of all 
nations to the problem of power, is again inherent in the very nature of inter- 


3See pages 31 ff. 
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national politics. The nation that dispensed with ideologies and frankly stated 
that it wanted power and would, therefore, oppose similar aspirations of other 
nations, would at once find itself at a great and perhaps decisive disadvantage 
in the struggle for power. That frank admission would, on the one hand, unite 
the other nations in fierce resistance to a foreign policy so unequivocally 
stated and would thereby compel the nation pursuing it to employ more 
power than would otherwise be necessary. On the other hand, that admission 
is tantamount to flouting openly the universally accepted moral standards of 
the international community and would thereby put the particular nation in a 
position where it would be likely to pursue its foreign policy halfheartedly 
and with a bad conscience. To rally a people behind the government's foreign 
policy and to marshal all the national energies and resources to its support, 
the spokesman of the nation must appeal to biological necessities, such as 
national existence, and to moral principles, such as justice, rather than to 
power. This is the only way a nation can attain the enthusiasm and willingness 
to sacrifice without which no foreign policy can pass the ultimate test of 
strength. 

Such are the psychological forces that inevitably engender the ideologies 
of international policies and make them weapons in the struggle for power on 
the international scene. A government whose foreign policy appeals to the 
intellectual convictions and moral valuations of its own people has gained an 
incalculable advantage over an opponent who has not succeeded in choosing 
goals that have such appeal or in making the chosen goals appear to have it. 
Ideologies, like all ideas, are weapons that may raise the national morale and, 
with it, the power of one nation and, in the very act of doing so, may lower 
the morale of the opponent. The enormous contribution Woodrow Wilson’s 
Fourteen Points made to the victory of the Allies in the First World War by 
strengthening the morale of the Allies and weakening the morale of the Cen- - 
tral Powers is the classic example of the importance of the moral factor for 
international politics. * 


TYPICAL IDEOLOGIES OF FOREIGN POLICIES 


It follows from the nature of international politics that imperialistic policies 
resort practically always to ideological disguises, whereas status quo policies 
more frequently can be presented as what they actually are. It also follows 
from this nature that certain types of ideologies are cooordinated with certain 
types of international policies. 


Ideologies of the Status Quo 


A policy of the status quo can often afford to reveal its true nature and dis- 
pense with ideological disguises, because the status quo has already, by virtue 


“On the problem of national morale in general, see pages 153 fff. _ 
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of its very existence, acquired a certain moral legitimacy. What exists must 
have something in its favor; otherwise it would not exist. As Demosthenes put 
it: 


For no one would go to war as readily for aggrandizement as for the defense of 
his own possessions; but while all men fight desperately to keep what they are in 
danger of losing, it is not so with aggrandizement; men make it, indeed, their 
aim, but if prevented, they do not feel thay have suffered any injustice from their 


opponents. s 


Since a nation that pursues a policy of the status quo seeks the preservation 
of the power it already has, it may avoid the need to allay the resentment of 
other nations and its own scruples. This is especially so when the preservation 
of the territorial status quo is not open to moral or legal attack and when 
national power has by tradition been exclusively used for the preservation of 
this status quo. Such nations as Switzerland, Denmark, Norway, and Sweden 
do not need to hesitate to define their foreign policies in terms of the main- 
tenance of the status quo, since this status quo is generally recognized as 
legitimate. Other nations, such as Great Britain, France, Yugoslavia, Czecho- 
slovakia, and Rumania, which in the period between the two world wars in 
the main pursued a policy of the status quo, could not afford simply to declare 
that their foreign policies aimed at the defense of their possessions. Since the 
legitimacy of the status quo of 1919 was itself being challenged within and 
without these nations, they had to invoke moral principles able to meet that 
challenge. Peace and international law fulfilled that purpose. 

Peace and international law are eminently qualified to serve as ideologies 
for a policy of the status quo. Since imperialistic policies, by disturbing the 
status quo, frequently lead to war and must always take the possibility of war 
into account, a foreign policy that proclaims pacifism as its guiding principle 
is by the same token anti-imperialistic and supports the maintenance of the 
status quo. By expressing in pacifist terms the objectives of the policy of the 
status quo, a statesman puts the stigma of war-mongering upon his imperialis- 
tic opponents, clears his and his countrymen’s conscience of moral scruples, 
and can hope to win the support of all countries interested in the maintenance 
of the status quo.® 

International law fulfills a similar ideologital function for policies of the 
status quo. Any legal order tends to be primarily a static social force. It de- 
fines a certain distribution of power and offers standards and processes to 
ascertain and maintain it in concrete situations. Domestic law, through a 
highly developed system of legislation, judicial decisions, and law enforce- 
ment, allows for adaptions and sometimes even considerable changes within 
the general distribution of power. International law, in the absence of such a 





*Demosthenes, For the Liberty of the Rhodians, sections 10-11. 
pages 110 and 111, on the recent transformation of the ideology of peace; see also pages 
256 and 284 ff. 
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system making for lawful change, is, as will be shown later,’ not only primar- 
ily but essentially, by dint of its very nature, a static force. The invocation of 
international law, of “order under law,” of “ordinary legal processes” in sup- 
port of a particular foreign policy, therefore, always indicates the ideological 
disguise of a policy of the status quo. More particularly, when an international 
organization, such as the League of Nations, has been established for the 
purpose of maintaining a particular status quo, support of that organization 
becomes tantamount to support of that particular status quo. 

Since the end of the First World War, it has become rather common to 
make use of such legalistic ideologies in justification of a policy of the status 
quo. While the alliances of former periods of history have not disappeared, 
they tend to become “regional arrangements” within an over-all legal organi- 
zation. The “maintenance of the status quo” yields to the “maintenance of 
international peace and security.”. A number of states ‘that have the same in- 
terest in the maintenance of the status quo will be likely to protect their 
common interests against a threat from a particular source not by a “Holy 
Alliance” but by a “system of collective security” or a “treaty of mutual assis- 
tance.” Since changes in the status quo are frequently brought about at the 
expense of small nations, defense of the rights of small nations, such as of 
Belgium in 1914 and Finland and Poland in 1939, becomes under appropriate 
conditions another ideology of the policy of the status quo. 


Ideologies of Imperialism 


A policy of imperialism is always in need of an ideology; for, in contiast to a 
policy of the status quo, imperialism always has the burden of proof. It must 
prove that the status quo it seeks to overthrow deserves to be overthrown and 
that the moral legitimacy which in the minds of many attaches to things as 
they are ought to yield to a higher principle of morality calling for a new 
distribution of power. Thus, in the words of Gibbon: “For every war a motive 
of safety or revenge, of honor or zeal, of right or convenience, may be readily 
found in the jurisprudence of conquerors. 

In so far as the typical ideologies of imperialism make use of legal con- 
_ cepts, they cannot well refer to positive international law; that is, to interna- 
tional law as it actually is. As we have seen, the static character of interna- 
tional law makes it the natural ideological ally of the status quo. The dynamic 
quality of imperialism requires dynamic ideologies. In the domain of law it is 
the doctrine of natural law—that is, of the law as it ought to be—that fits the 
ideological needs of imperialism. Against the injustices of international law as 
it exists, symbolizing the status quo, the imperialistic nation will invoke a 
higher law that corresponds to the requirements of justice. Thus National 


7See Chapter 26 
The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (The Modern Library Edition), Vol. Il, p. 1235. 
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Socialist Germany based its demands for the revision of the status quo of 
Versailles primarily upon the principle of equality which the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles was said to have violated. The demand for colonies, for instance, of 
which the Treaty of Versailles had deprived Germany completely, and the 
demand for the revision of that treaty’s provisions for unilateral disarmament, 
were derived from the same principle. 

' When the imperialistic policy is not directed against a particular status 
quo resulting from a lost war, but grows from a power vacuum inviting con- 
quest, moral ideologies that make it an unavoidable duty to conquer take the 
place of the appeal to a just natural law against an unjust positive law. Then 
to conquer weak peoples appears as “the white man’s burden,” the “national 
mission,” “manifest destiny,” a “sacred trust,” a “Christian duty.” Colonial 
imperialism, in particular, has frequently been disguised by ideological slo- 
gans of this kind, such as the “blessings of Western civilization,” which it was 
the mission of the conqueror to bring to the colored races of the earth. The 
Japanese ideology of the East Asiatic “co-prosperity zone” carries the similar 
connotation of a humanitarian mission. Whenever a political philosophy, held 
’ with the fervor of a religibus faith, coincides with an imperialistic policy, it 
becomes a ready instrument of ideological disguise. Arab imperialism during 
the period of Arab expansion justified itself as the fulfillment of religious duty. 
Napoleonic imperialism swept over Europe under the banner of “Liberty, 
Equality, Fraternity.” Russian imperialism, especially in its aspirations for 
Constantinople and the Dardanelles, has successively or simultaneously made 
use of the Orthodox faith, Pan-Slavism, world revolution, and defense from 
capitalist encirclement. 

In modern times, especially under the influence of the social philoso- 
phies of Darwin and Spencer, the ideologies of imperialism have preferred 
biological arguments. Transferred to international politics, the philosophy of 
the survival of the fittest sees in the military superiority of a strong nation 
over a weak one a natural phenomenon that makes the latter the preordained 
object of the former’s power. According to this philosophy, it would be con- 
trary to nature if the strong did not dominate the weak and if the weak tried 
to be the equal of the strong. The strong nation has a right to a “place in the 
sun”; it is the “salt of the earth.” As the famous German sociologist Werner 
Sombart discovered in the First World War, the Germanic “hero” must nec- 
essarily win out over the British “shopkeeper.” That the inferior races should 
serve the master race is a law of nature that only villains and fools will oppose; 
slavery and extermination are the latter's just dessert. 

Communism, fascism, and Nazism, as well as Japanese imperialism, have 
given these biological ideologies a revolutionary turn. The nations that nature 
has appointed to be the masters of the earth are kept in inferiority by the 
trickery and violence of the naturally inferior nations. The vigorous but poor 
“have-nots” are cut off from the riches of the earth by the wealthy but deca- 
dent “haves.” The proletarian nations, inspired by ideals, must fight the cap- 
italist nations defending their moneybags. The ideology of overpopulation 
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found particular favor with Germany, Italy, and Japan before the Second 
World War. The Germans are a “people without space” who, if they cannot 
obtain “living space,” must “suffocate” and, if they cannot obtain sources of 
raw materials, must “starve.” With different variations, this ideology was used 
in the thirties also by Italy and Japan to justify their expansionist policies and 
to disguise their imperialistic goals.° 

The most widely practiced disguise and justification of imperialism has, 
however, always been the ideology of anti-imperialism.' It is so widely used 
because it is the most effective of all ideologies of imperialism. As, according 
to Huey Long, fascism will come to the United States in the guise of antifas- 
cism, so imperialism has come to many a country in the guise of anti-imperi- 
alism. In 1914 as well as in 1939, both sides went to war in order to defend 
themselves against the imperialism of the other side. Germany attacked the 
Soviet Union in 1941 in order to forestall the latter's imperialistic designs. 
Since the end of the Second World War, American and British as well as 
Russian and Chinese foreign policy has been justified by the imperialistic ob- 
jectives of other nations. By thus presenting one’s own foreign policy, regard- 
less of its actual character, as anti-imperialistic—that is, defensive and protec- 
tive of the status quo—one gives one’s own people that good conscience and 
confidence in the justice of their own cause without which no people can 
support its foreign policy wholeheartedly and fight successfully for it. At the 
same time one may confound the enemy who, ideologically less well pre- 
pared, may no longer be certain on which side justice is to be found. 

The economic demands that the nations of the “Third World” have pre- 
sented contain a strong ideological element. The responsibility for the eco- 
nomic distress of many of these nations, which must be attributed to a variety 





"The purely ideological character of the claim for colonies, justified in the period between 
the two world wars by Germany, Italy, and Japan with population pressure and economic dis- 
tress, is clearly demonstrated by the relevant population and economic statistics. The four African 
colonies of Germany covered 930,000 square miles and had, in 1914, a population of almost 
twelve million, of which only 20,000 were white. It was pointed out at that time that more 
Germans were living in the city of Paris than in al] of Germany's colonies combined. After Eritrea 
had been an Italian colony for fifty years, the 2,000 square miles of territory most suitable for 
settlement contained about 400 Italian inhabitants. The Japanese colonies of Korea and Taiwan 
absorbed within a period of forty years less than one year’s increase of the Japanese population. 

As for the economic importance of colonies to their mother countries, the figures are elo- 
quent in the case of Germany and Italy. The imports from, and the exports to, the German 
colonies amounted in 1913 to 0.5 per cent of the total German imports and exports. In 1933, the 
imports from the Italian colonies were 1.6 per cent of the total imports, and the exports to them 
were 7.2 per cent of all the exports from Italy; a considerable portion of the latter must have 
consisted of war material. Only for Japan were its colonies of paramount economic importance, 
its trade with them in 1934 amounting to almost 25 per cent of its total trade (23.1 per cent of 
the total imports, 22 per cent of the total exports). See Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
The Colonial Problem (London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1937), especially 
p. 287. 

‘A variant of the ideology of anti-imperialism is the ideology of anti-power politics. According 
to this ideology, other nations are motivated in their policies by aspirations for power, while one’s 
own nation, free from such base motives, pursues purely ideal objectives. 
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of reasons, such as natural poverty, irrational economic policies, corruption, 
and incompetence, is typically laid at the door of the developed rich and 
industrial nations. One stark and disquieting fact gives the concept of North- 
South confrontation a semblance of plausibility: the extreme differences in the 
standard of living between the industrial nations and those of the Third 
World. From that supposed causal responsibility follows the moral responsi- 
bility to make amends for the evils previously wrought and to contribute to a 
more equal future distribution of the world’s wealth. The most salient case in 
point is the unequal distribution of food, causing excess and gluttony in the 
industrial nations and chronic undernourishment and even famine in many 
countries of the Third World. However, both the causal and the moral nexus 
between abundance in the industrial world and want in the Third World are 
open to serious question. 

Throughout history mankind has been divided by drastic differences in 
standards of living. What sets the present situation apart is the awareness of 
these differences by the advantaged and disadvantaged members of mankind 
owing to the modern technologies of communication. That awareness coin- 
cides with the ascendancy of the principle of equality, both of opportunity 
and condition, throughout the world. Hence the aspirations of the disadvan- 
taged to a narrowing of the gap between the rich and the poor—and the 
moral embarrassment of the rich in the face of these aspirations. 

It goes without saying that these aspirations and the attendant moral em- 
barrassment—both incapable of satisfaction or relief on a worldwide scale— 
are extensively used as ideological justifications and rationalizations for spe- 
cific political aims in the service of concrete national interests. These aims are 
naturally directed toward changes in the status quo at the expense of the rich 
and in favor of the poor. The former, aware of the existing extreme inequality, 
and persuaded by the moral principle which condemns it, are at an obvious 
disadvantage in defining and promoting their own interests; they must do so, 
as it were, with a bad conscience, no longer fully convinced of the rightness 
of their case. Faced with the claim to economic equality, they are in a morally 
helpless position, one similar to that in which the Western democracies found 
themselves in 1938 when confronted with the German claim to a part of 
Czechoslovakia, advanced in the name of the moral principle of national self- 
determination. 

The moral argument in favor of the equalization of the standard of living 
throughout the world appears as a special application of the general argument 
in support of humanitarian aid to nations in distress. The United States has 
accepted this obligation in theory and practice. However, the situation pro- 
viding a moral justification for humanitarian aid differs fundamentally from the 
one calling for equalization of the standard of living throughout the world. 
Humanitarian aid is justified by a sudden natural catastrophe, the conse- 
quences of which the affected country finds hard to remedy with its own 
resources alone. The worldwide differences in the standard of living are the 
result of a complex of natural, cultural, economic, and political factors. Out- 
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side intervention may be able to modify such differences in specific instances, 
but it cannot expect to eliminate them throughout the world. It is this impos- 
sibility to achieve—even with the best of intentions and the most extensive 
commitment of resources—what is presumed to be morally required that ne- 
gates the moral obligation. The principle of Roman law ultra vires nemo ob- 
ligatur (beyond his ability nobody is obligated) applies also to presumed moral 
obligations. 

The supposed moral obligation for the industrialized, rich nations to raise 
the standard of living of the nonindustrialized, poor nations throughout the 
world is grounded in the causal relationship which is presumed to exist be- 
tween the policies and the high standard of living of the former and the low 
standard of living of the latter. However, the assumption of a simple causal 
relationship of this kind is a myth. The colonialists, imperialists, and capital- 
ists perform here the function of the devil to whom the evils of underdevel- 
opment can be traced. In truth, these evils have multiple causes, of which 
colonialism, imperialism, and capitalism are, at best, only one. 

The elimination of inequalities in food supply is, then, not only—and not 
even primarily—a matter of agricultural technology and collective generosity, 
but of political interest and will. In many societies the perpetuation of pov- 
erty, of which the scarcity of food is a striking manifestation, is not just an- 
other unfortunate accident to be remedied by technological reform, but the 
result of deliberate social, economic, and political choices. If one wants to rid 
the world of hunger, one has to rid these societies of the arrangements that 
have caused it. More likely than not, that means radical reform—if not revo- 
lution. Whether the political elites of Third World nations are willing to fol- 
low their own rhetoric is a matter of controversy. 

Thus the terms in which the so-called North-South conflict is fought out 
between the have and the nave-not nations of the world in good measure 
conceal and at the same time justify a conflict between the traditionally pow- 
erful and the new politically weak nations whose main real object is exactly a 
new distribution of power. 


Ambiguous Ideologies 


The ideology of anti-imperialism draws its effectiveness from its ambiguity. It 
confounds the observer, who cannot always be sure whether he is dealing 
with an ideology of imperialism or with the true expression of a policy of the 
status quo. This confounding effect is present whenever an ideology is not 
made to order, as it were, for a particular type of policy, but can be worn by 
the defenders of the status quo as well as by the promoters of imperialism. 
Traditionally, and more particularly in the eighteenth and nineteenth centu- 
ries, the balance of power has been used as an ideological weapon by the 
defenders of the status quo and the promoters of imperialism.” In our time, 





*See, for discussion in greater detail, pages 231 ff. 
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the ideologies of national self-determination and of the United Nations have 
performed a similar function. Since the beginning of the Cold War, they have 
been joined to an ever increasing extent by the ideologies of peace, relaxation 
of tensions, détente. 

The principle of national self-determination, as conceived by Woodrow 
Wilson, justified the liberation of the Central and Eastern European nation- 
alities from foreign domination. Theoretically it was opposed not only to the 
status quo of empire, but also to imperialism of any kind, either on the part 
of the old imperial powers—Germany, Austria, and Russia—or on the part of 
the liberated small nations. Yet the destruction of the old imperial order at 
once called forth, still in the name of self-determination, new imperialisms. 
Those of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia are as outstanding 
as they were inevitable; for the power vacuum left by the breakdown of the 
old imperial order had to be filled and the newly liberated nations were there 
to fill it. As soon as they had installed themselves in power, they invoked the 
selfsame principle of national self-determination in defense of the new status 
quo. This principle was their most potent ideological weapon from the end of 
' the First to the end of the Second World War. 

It was by a stroke of propagandistic genius that Hitler hit upon the prin- 
ciple of national self-determination in order to disguise and justify his policies 
of territorial expansion. The German minorities of Czechoslovakia and Poland, 
under the banner of national self-determination, were now to play the same 
role in undermining the national existence of Czechoslovakia and Poland 
which the Czech, Slovak, and Polish nationalities, under the same ideological 
banner, had played in undermining the national existence of the Austrian- 
Hungarian Empire. With their own ideological weapon turned against them, 
the benefactors of the status quo of Versailles had no ideology, except the one 
of law and order, with which to defend that status quo. Thus Austria and 
Czechoslovakia were surrendered, and Poland was exposed to mortal danger. 
After the settlement of Munich granted the German demands with regard to 
Czechoslovakia, the London Times, making the German ideology its own, 
declared: “Self-determination, the professed principle of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles, has been invoked by Herr Hitler against its written text, and his ap- 
peal has been allowed.”* Rarely, if ever, has modern history offered a more 
striking example of the importance of ideologies in international politics and 
of the confounding effect of an ambiguous ideology aptly employed. 

The ideology of national self-determination also plays a crucial part in the 
conflict between Israel and the Arab states. The Arab claims of national self- 
determination, in order to do them justice, must be put in the political con- 
text from which they have risen and within which they are supposed to op- 
erate. Arab claims for Palestinian self-determination must be seen in the con- 
text of the continuous opposition of most Arabs to the existence not only of 
the state of Israel] but of Jewish settlements within the territory of Palestine. 


*London Times, September 28, 1938. 
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In other words, recognition of Israel as a state is incompatible with the claim 
to national self-determination of the Palestinian Arabs. For their claim is 
based not only upon the West Bank of the Jordan but—as innumerable pro- 
nouncements of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) claim—upon the 
whole territory on which the state of Israel has been erected. Thus the prin- 
ciple of national self-determination on behalf of the Palestinian Arabs reveals 
itself as an ideological disguise for the unchanging aspiration of Arabs to de- 
stroy the state of Israel and establish an Arab state in its place. When Francis 
I of France was asked why he always made war against Charles V of Haps- 
burg, he replied: “Because both of us want the same thing, Italy.” The same 
reply, substituting Palestine for Italy, could be given by the leaders of Israel 
and the PLO. 

The United Nations was intended at its inception to serve as an instru- 
ment of China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United 
States, and of their allies, for maintaining the status quo as established by the 
victory of these nations in the Second World War. But in the years immedi- 
ately following the conclusion of the Second World War, this status quo 
proved to be only provisional and subject to contradictory interpretations and 
claims by the different nations. The ideology of the United Nations is, there- 
fore, used by these different nations for the purpose of justifying their partic- 
ular interpretations and disguising their particular claims. All nations appear 
as the champions of the United Nations, and quote its Charter in support of 
the particular policies they are pursuing. These policies being contradictory, 
the reference to the United Nations and its Charter becomes an ideological 
device justifying one’s own policy in the light of generally accepted principles 
and at the same time concealing its true character. Its ambiguity makes this 
ideology a weapon with which to confound one’s enemies and strengthen 
one's friends. 

Since the end of the Second World War, the ideologies of peace, relaxa- 
tion of tensions, and détente have to an ever increasing extent come to per- 
form a similar function. In view of the general fear of a third world war, 
fought with the modern weapons of mass destruction, no government can 
expect to gain support for its foreign policies from its own and other peoples 
if it cannot convince them of its peaceful intentions. Thus “peace congresses,” 
“peace offensives,’ and “peace crusades” have become standard weapons of 
propaganda in the Cold War. These well-nigh universal professions of peace- 
ful intentions are meaningless as references to the actual foreign policies pur- 
sued, since it can well be taken for granted that, in view of the incalculable 
destructiveness of modern war, all nations would rather pursue their aims by 
peaceful means than by war. Yet by the same token these professions perform 
two important political functions. They tend to conceal the actual policies 
pursued behind a veil of professed peaceful purposes. They also tend to at- 
tract support of men of good will everywhere for these policies, whatever they 
may actually be, since they are presented as aiming at the preservation of 
peace, a goal that men of good will everywhere ardently desire. 


—_ 
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Similar considerations apply to the well-nigh universal commitment to 
disarmament, especially in its “general and complete” form. An end to the 
armaments race is widely considered desirable on humanitarian, political, and 
economic grounds. But it is obvious from the experience of the last two de- 
cades that the political conditions of the world make disarmament impossi- 
ble.* When, in view of this complete failure of all attempts at disarmament of 
any kind, governments declare as their policy “general and complete” disar- 
mament, they are actually making an ideological appeal to the nations of the 
world yearning for peace and relief from the burdens of competitive arma- 
ments. This appeal serves the purpose of making the foreign policies actually 
pursued more acceptable to the other nations than they might otherwise be. 


THE PROBLEM OF RECOGNITION 


To see through these ideological disguises and grasp behind them the actual 
political forces and phenomena is, then, one of the most important and most 
difficult tasks for the student of international politics. This task is important 
because, unless it is done, it is impossible to determine correctly the charac- 
ter of the foreign policy with which one happens to deal. The recognition of 
imperialistic tendencies and of their particular character depends upon a clear 
distinction between the ideological pretense that generally disavows imperi- 
alistic aspirations altogether and the actual objectives of the policies pursued. 
To make this distinction correctly is difficult because of the general difficulty 
of detecting the true meaning of any human action apart from what the actor 
believes or feigns it to mean. This general problem is aggravated by two other 
difficulties peculiar, at least in their generality, to international politics. One 
is to distinguish a boast or bluff indicative of a policy of prestige from an 
ideological disguise of actual imperialism. The other is to discover behind an 
ideology of the status quo or of localized imperialism the true meaning of the 
policy actually pursued. . 
We have already had occasion to refer to the foreign policy of William II, 
which conveyed through its language and manifestations the impression of 
being openly imperialistic while it was actually a strange mixture of imperi- 
alistic designs and neurotic boastfulness. Conversely, the true imperialistic 
essence of the foreign policies of Hitler and Mussolini was not generally rec- 
ognized up to the late thirties, being explained away as mere bluff and boast- 
fulness for home consumption. To determine the true character of a foreign 
policy behind its deliberate or unconscious ideological disguise becomes par- 
ticularly difficult when the ideologies of the status quo are used as a disguise. 





“See for an extensive discussion of the reasons for the failure of disarmament below, Chap- 
ter 23. 
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The period following the Second World War offers striking examples of this 
difficulty in the foreign policies of the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Both nations have expressed the objectives of their foreign policies in the 
almost identical terms of status-quo ideologies. Both the Soviet Union and the 
United States have proclaimed that they have no territorial ambitions beyond 
the line of military demarcation which was established by the agreements of 
Teheran, Yalta, and Potsdam and through understandings among the military 
commanders at the end of the war; that they want to see free and democratic 
governments established everywhere; that they are guided by considerations 
of security and national defense; and that it is the capitalist or Communist 
imperialism of the other side against which they are compelled, in spite of 
their own wishes, to defend themselves. 

Most Americans and most Russians are obviously convinced that these 
statements are a faithful expression of the true character of their countries’ 
foreign policy. Yet they cannot both be right, while one or the other or both 
may be wrong. For it may be that the Soviet Union misunderstands the for- 
eign policy of the United States or that the United States misunderstands the 
foreign policy of the Soviet Union, or that both misunderstand each other. 
The solution of this riddle upon which the fate of the world may well depend 
is not to be sought in the character of the ideologies alone, but in the sum 
total of the factors determining the foreign policy of a nation. Of this, more 
will be said later.° 
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WHAT IS NATIONAL POWER? 


We have said that by power we mean the power of man over the minds and 
actions of other men, a phenomenon to be found whenever human beings live 
in social contact with one another. We have spoken of the “power of a nation” 
or of “national power” as though the concept were self-evident and sufficiently 
explained by what we have said about power in general. Yet, while it can be 
easily understood that individuals seek power, how are we to explain the as- 
pirations for power in the collectivities called nations? What is a nation? What 
do we mean when we attribute to a nation aspirations and actions? 

A nation as such is obviously not an empirical thing. A nation as such 
cannot be seen. What can be empirically observed are only the individuals 
who belong to a nation. Hence, a nation is an abstraction from a number of 
individuals who have certain characteristics in common, and it is these char- 
acteristics that make them members of the same nation. Besides being a 
member of a nation and thinking, feeling, and acting in that capacity, the 
individual may belong to a church, a social or economic class, a political party, 
a family, and may think, feel, and act in these capacities. Apart from being a 
member of all these social groups, he is also a human being pure and simple, 
and thinks, feels, and acts in that capacity. Therefore, when we speak in em- 
pirical terms of the power or of the foreign policy of a certain nation, we can 
only mean the power or the foreign policy of certain individuals who belong 
to the same nation. As Marcel Proust put it: “The life of nations merely re- 
peats, on a larger scale, the lives of their component cells; and he who is 
incapable of understanding the mystery, the reactions, the laws that deter- 
mine the movements of the individual, can never hope to say anything worth 
listening to about the struggles of nations.” 
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Yet this poses another difficulty. The power or the foreign policy of the 
United States is obviously not the power or the foreign policy of all the indi- 
viduals who belong to the nation called the United States of America. The 
fact that the United States emerged from the Second World War as the most 
powerful nation on earth has not affected the power of the great mass of in- 
dividual Americans. It has, however, affected the power of all those individ- 
uals who administer the foreign affairs of the United States and, more partic- 
ularly, speak for and represent the United States on the international scene. 
For a nation pursues foreign policies as a legal organization called a state, 
whose agents act as the representatives of the nation in international affairs. 
They speak for it, negotiate treaties in its name, define its objectives, choose 
the means for achieving them, and try to maintain, increase, and demonstrate 
its power. They are the individuals who, when they appear as representatives 
of their nation on the international scene, wield the power and pursue the 
policies of their nation. It is to them that we refer when we speak in empirical 
terms of the power and of the foreign policy of a nation. 

How, then, does it come about that the great mass of the individual 
members of a nation, whose individual power is not affected by the vicissi- 
tudes of national power, identify themselves with the power and the foreign 
policies of their nation, experience this power and these policies as their own, 
and do so with an emotional intensity often surpassing the emotional attach- 
ment to their individual aspirations for power? By asking this question, we 
are posing the problem of modern nationalism. In preceding periods of his- 
tory, the collectivity with whose power and aspirations for power the individ- 
ual identified himself was determined by ties of blood, of religion, or of com- 
mon loyalty to a feudal lord or prince. In our time the identification with the 
power and policies of the nation has largely superseded or, in any case, over- | 
shadows those older identifications. How is this phenomenon of modem na- 
tionalism to be explained? 

We have learned from our discussion of the ideologies of foreign policies 
that in the mind of the individual the power aspirations of others bear the 
stigma of immorality. While this attitude has one of its roots in the desire of 
the prospective victim of the power of others to defend his freedom against 
this threat, the other root grows from the attempt of society as a whole to 
suppress and keep in bounds individual aspirations for power. Society has 
established a network of rules of conduct and institutional devices for control- 
ling individual power drives. These rules and devices either divert individual 
power drives into channels where they cannot endanger society, or else they 
weaken them or suppress them altogether. Law, ethics, and mores, innumer- 
able social institutions and arrangements, such as competitive examinations, 
election contests, sports, social clubs, and fraternal organizations—all serve 
that purpose. 

In consequence, most people are unable to satisfy their desire for power 
within the national community. Within that community, only a relatively 
small group permanently wields power over great numbers of people without 
being subject to extensive limitations by others. The great mass of the popu- 
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lation is to a much greater extent the object of power than it is its wielder. 
Not being able to find full satisfaction of their desire for power within the 
national boundaries, the people project those unsatisfied aspirations onto the 
international scene. There they find vicarious satisfaction in identification with 
the power drives of the nation. When the citizen of the United States thinks 
of the power of his country, he experiences the same kind of exaltation the 
citizen of Rome must have felt when, identifying himself with Rome and its 
power and by the same token contrasting himself with the stranger, he would 
say: “Civis Romanus sum.” When we are conscious of being members of a 
very powerful nation, the nation whose industrial capacity and material wealth 
are unsurpassed, we flatter ourselves and feel a great pride. It is as though 
we all, not as individuals but collectively, as members of the same nation, 
owned and controlled so magnificent a power. The power our representatives 
wield on the international scene becomes our own and the frustrations we 
experience within the national community are compensated for by the vicari- 
ous enjoyment of the power of the nation. 

These psychological trends, operating within the individual members of 
‘a nation, find support in the rules of conduct and in the institutions of society 
itself. Society restrains aspirations for individual power within the national 
community and puts the mark of opprobrium upon certain power drives 
pointing toward individual aggrandizement. But it encourages and glorifies 
the tendencies of the great mass of the population, frustrated in its individual 
power drives, to identify itself with the nation’s struggle for power on the 
international scene. Power pursued by the individual for his own sake is con- 
sidered an evil to be tolerated only within certain bounds and in certain man- 
ifestations. Power disguised by ideologies and pursued in the name and for 
the sake of the nation becomes a good for which all citizens must strive. The 
national symbols, especially in so far as they have reference to the armed 
forces and the relations with other nations, are instruments of that identifica- 
tion of the individual with the power of the nation. The ethics and mores of 
society tend to make that identification attractive by holding out rewards and 
threatening punishments. 

Thus it is not by accident that certain groups of the population are either 
the most militant supporters of the national aspirations for power in the inter- 
national field, or else refuse to have anything to do with them at all. These 
are the groups which are primarily the object of the power of others and are 
most thoroughly deprived of outlets for their own power drives or are most 
insecure in the possession of whatever power they may have within the na- 
tional community. The lower middle classes especially, such as the white- 
collar workers, but also the main bulk of the laboring masses,! identify them- 
selves completely with the national aspirations for power. Or else—and here 
the main example is the revolutionary proletariat in the heyday of Marxism, 





'They have, in terms of power, less to lose and more to gain from nationalistic foreign policies 
than any other group of the population, with the exception of the military. 
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particularly in Europe—they do not identify themselves with national aspira- 
tions at all. While the latter group has thus far been of small concern for the 
foreign policies of the United States, the former has taken on ever greater 
importance. 

It is here, then, that one must seek the roots of modern nationalism and 
the explanation for the increasing ferocity with which foreign policies are pur- 
sued in modern times. The growing insecurity of the individual in Western 
societies, especially in the lower strata, and the atomization of Western soci- 
ety in general have magnified enormously the frustration of individual power 
drives. This, in turn, has given rise to an increased desire for compensatory 
identification with the collective national aspirations for power. These in- ° 
creases have been quantitative as well as qualitative. 


ROOTS OF MODERN NATIONALISM 


Until the time of the Napoleonic Wars, only very small groups of the popu- 
lation identified themselves with the foreign policies of their nation. Foreign 
policies were truly not national but dynastic policies, and the identification 
was with the power and the policies of the individual monarch rather than 
with the power and the policies of a collectivity, such as the nation. As 
Goethe put it in a significant passage of his autobiography: “We all felt for 
Fredrick [the Great], but what did we care for Prussia?” 

“These [scientific] societies,” wrote Thomas Jefferson to John Hollins on 
February 19, 1809, “are always at peace, however their nations may be at 
war. Like the republic of letters, they form a great fraternity spreading over 
the whole earth, and their correspondence is never interrupted by any civi- 
lized nation.” 

With the Napoleonic Wars began the period of national foreign policies 
and wars; that is, the identification of the great masses of the citizens of a 
nation with national power and national policies, replacing identification with 
dynastic interests. Talleyrand pointed to that change when he said to Czar 
Alexander in 1808: “The Rhine, the Alps, and the Pyrenées are the conquests 
of France; the rest, of the Emperor; they mean nothing to France.” Up to 
the First World War it was doubtful to what degree the members of the 
European socialist parties identified themselves with the power and policies 
of their respective nations. Yet the full participation in that war of the main 
bulk of the workers in all belligerent countries demonstrated the identification 
of practically the whole population with the power and policies of their re- 
spective nations. 


Retreat from Nationalism: Apparent and Real 


The Second World War has, however, brought about a certain retrogression 
from that maximum of identification which the First World War witnessed. 
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That retrogression took place on the top and at the base of the social pyramid. 
On the one hand, small yet powerful profascist groups of intellectual, politi- 
cal, and military leaders in Great Britain and France either refused to identify 
themselves with their countries or even preferred to identify themselves with 
the national enemy. The leaders who felt this way were insecure in their 
power positions, especially in view of the initial political and military weak- 
ness of their countries, and the enemy alone seemed to be able to assure 
them their positions on top of the social pyramid. On the other hand, the 
French Communists, owing allegiance to both France and the Soviet Union, 
were able to identify themselves fully with their nation only after the German 
attack on the Soviet Union in 1941 had brought both allegiances into play. 
The German attack on France alone was unable to rouse them to active op- 
position to the invader. But the German attack on the Soviet Union made 
France and the Soviet Union allies in a common cause and allowed the 
French Communists to oppose in the German invaders of France the common 
enemy of France and the Soviet Union alike. The identification of the French 
Communists with French national policies was predicated upon the identity 
of those policies with Russian interests and policies. This Communist alle- 
giance to foreign interests and policies, to take precedence over the national 
ones, was a universal phenomenon that, as such, was a challenge to the cohe- 
sion of the nation state and to its very existence.” 

This disintegration of national solidarity can hardly be called a retreat 
from nationalism, for it exchanges loyalty to a foreign nation for loyalty to 
one’s own. The Communist Frenchman, as it were, transformed himself into 
a Russian nationalist who supports the policies of the Soviet Union. What is 
new in this nationalism is its inconsistency in demanding identification with 
one—foreign—nation while denying the claims of other nations to the loyalty 
of their citizens. 

It testifies to the strength of national solidarity that even this transfer of 
loyalty from one’s own nation to another one, which is the fountainhead of a 
worldwide political movement, has proven to be an ephemeral interlude. For 
we are witnessing the revival of national solidarity in Communist govern- 
ments and movements, which have begun in differing degrees to put their 
respective national interests ahead of the interests of the Soviet Union. The 
monolithic world-Communist movement, directed by, and at the service of, 
the Soviet Union, has been replaced by “polycentrism,” in which national 
loyalties and interests take precedence over the affinities of political philoso- 
phy. 

However, the aftermath of the Second World War has brought into being 
a genuine retrogression from nationalism in the form of a movement toward 
the unification of Western Europe. This movement has thus far to its credit 
several concrete achievements in terms of working supranational organiza- 





*See also Chapter 30. 
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tions, including the European Coal and Steel Community, the Common Mar- 
ket (European Economic Community), and Euratom (European Atomic En- 
ergy Community.* Two experiences have given birth to the movement toward 
European unification: the destructiveness of the Second World War and the 
political, military, and economic decline of Europe in its aftermath. The sup- 
porters of this movement cannot help concluding from these experiences that, 
in Western Europe at least, the nation state is an obsolescent principle of 
political organization which, far from assuring the security and power of its 
members, condemns them to impotence and ultimate extinction either by 
each other or by their more powerful neighbors. Only the future will show 
whether this acute sense of insecurity, not only of the individuals but also of 
the national societies to which they belong, will lead to political creativity in 
the form of the political, military, and economic unification of Europe, or to 
political impotence in the form of a retreat into “neutralism’—that is, the 
renunciation of an active foreign policy altogether—or to political desperation 
in the form of a more intense identification with the individual nations. 

A force that runs counter to the revival of nationalism is the growing 
recognition by statesmen, intellectuals, and technical experts that certain fun- 
damental problems posed by the modern technologies of transportation, com- 
munications, and warfare transcend the interests and the ability to solve of 
any single nation, however powerful. The control of nuclear energy, the pro- 
tection and restoration of the natural environment, the supply of food and raw 
materials are problems of this kind. They cannot be solved by an individual 
nation competing with other nations for national advantage. All nations, or a 
considerable number of them, have a common interest in the solution of these 
problems, which interest ought to be reflected in common policies transcend- 
ing particular national interests. While some small elites have become aware 
of this novel element in world politics and are trying to come intellectually to 
terms with it, the actual conduct of national foreign policies has hardly been 
affected by it. To the contrary, it testifies to the undiminished strength of 
nationalism that organizations, such as the United Nations and its specialized 
agencies, created for the purpose of realizing the common interests of the 
nations of the world, have been seized by competing nationalisms for the 
purpose of serving competing national interests.‘ 


Personal Insecurity and Social Disintegration 


Qualitatively, the emotional intensity of the identification of the individual 
with his nation stands in inverse proportion to the stability of the particular 
society as reflected in the sense of security of its members. The greater the 
stability of society and the sense of security of its members, the smaller are 


3See, on these and similar organizations, pages 554 ff. 
“See also the discussion below, pages 547 ff. 
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the chances for collective emotions to seek an outlet in aggressive nationalism, 
and vice versa.” The revolutionary wars of France in the last decade of the 
eighteenth century and the wars of liberation against Napoleon from 1812-15 
are the first examples in modern times of mass insecurity, induced by the 
instability of domestic societies and leading to emotional outbursts in the form 
of fervent mass identifications with agressive foreign policies and wars. Social 
instability became acute in Western civilization during the nineteenth cen- 
tury. It became permanent in the twentieth century as a result of the eman- 
cipation of the individual from the ties of tradition, especially in the form of 
religion, of the increased rationalization of life and work, and of cyclical eco- 
nomic crises. The insecurity of the groups affected by these factors found an 
emotional outlet in fixed and emotionally accentuated nationalistic identifica- 
tions. As Western society became ever more unstable, the sense of insecurity 
deepened and the emotional attachment to the nation as the symbolic substi- 
tute for the individual became ever stronger. Under the impact of the world 
wars, revolutions, concentration of economic, political, and military power, 
and the economic crises of the twentieth century it reached the fervor of a 
- secular religion. Contests for power now took on the ideological aspects of 
struggles between good and evil. Foreign policies transformed themselves 
into sacred missions. Wars were fought as crusades, for the purpose of bring- 
ing the true political religion to the rest of the world. 

This relation between social disintegration, personal insecurity, and the 
ferocity of modern nationalistic power drives can be studied to particular ad- 
vantage in German fascism, where these three elements were more highly 
developed than anywhere else. The general tendencies of the modern age 
toward social disintegration were driven to extremes in Germany by a con- 
junction of certain elements in the national character favoring the extremes 
rather than mediating and compromising positions, and by three events that 
weakened the social fabric of Germany to such an extent as to make it an easy 
prey for the consuming fire of National Socialism. 

The first of these events was the defeat in the First World War, coincid- 
ing with a revolution that was held responsible not only for the destruction of 
traditional political values and institutions, but for the loss of the war itself. 
The revolution naturally brought loss of power and insecurity in social status 
to those who had been at or near the top of the social hierarchy under the 
monarchy. Yet the social situation of large masses of the population was sim- 
ilarly affected by the impact of the idea that defeat and revolution were both 
the result of treacherous machinations of domestic and foreign enemies work- 
ing for the destruction of Germany. Thus it was widely held that Germany 
was not only “encircled” by foreign enemies, but that its own body politic was 
shot through with invisible hostile organisms, sapping its strength and bent 
upon destroying it. 


“These collective emotions may, of course, seek an outlet in aggressiveness within the nation 
as well; that is, in the form of class struggle, revolution, and civil war. 
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The second event was the inflation of the early twenties which proletar- 
ized economically large sectors of the middle classes and weakened, if not 
destroyed, in the people at large the traditional moral principles of honesty 
and fair dealing. The middle classes, in protest against their economic prole- 
tarization, embraced the most antiproletarian and nationalistic ideologies 
available. The lower strata of the middle classes especially had always de- 
rived at least a limited satisfaction from their superiority to the proletariat. 
When they viewed the social pyramid as a whole, they had always to look 
up much farther than they were able to look down. Yet, while they were 
not actually at the bottom of the social pyramid, they were uncomfortably 
close to it. Hence their frustrations and insecurity and their predisposition 
for the nationalistic identification. Now inflation pushed them down to the - 
bottom, and in the desperate struggle to escape social and political identifi- 
cation with the amorphous mass of the proletariat they found succor in the 
theory and practice of National Socialism. For National Socialism offered 
them lower races to look down upon and foreign enemies to feel superior to 
and conquer. 

Finally, the economic crisis of 1929 brought all the different groups of 
the German people in different ways face to face with the actual or threatened 
loss of social status and intellectual, moral, and economic insecurity. The 
workers were faced with actual or threatened permanent unemployment. 
Those groups of the middle classes who had recovered from the economic 
devastation of inflation were losing what they had regained. The industrialists 
had to cope with increased social obligations and were haunted by the fear of 
revolution. National Socialism focused all those fears, insecurities, and frus- 
trations upon two foreign enemies: The Treaty of Versailles and bolshevism, 
and their alleged domestic supporters. It channeled all those thwarted emo- 
tions into one mighty stream of nationalistic fanaticism. Thus National Social- 
ism was able to identify in a truly totalitarian fashion the aspirations of the 
individual German with the power objectives of the German nation. Nowhere 
in modern history has that identification been more complete. Nowhere has 
that sphere in which the individual pursues his aspirations for power for their 
own sake been smaller. Nor has the force of the emotional impetus with 
which that identification transformed itself into aggressiveness on the inter- 
national scene been equaled in modern civilization. 

While the transformation of individual frustrations into collective identi- 
fication with the nation has never in modern history been more comprehen- 
sive and intensive than it was in National Socialist Germany, nevertheless the 
German variety of modern nationalism differs in degree rather than in kind 
from the nationalism of other great powers, such as that of the Soviet Union 
or of the United States. In the Soviet Union the great mass of the population 
has no opportunity to satisfy its power drives within the domestic society. The 
average Russian worker and peasant has nobody to look down upon, and his 
insecurity is intensified by the practices of the police state as well as by a low 
standard of living. Here, too, a totalitarian regime projects these frustrations, 
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insecurities, and fears onto the international scene where the individual Rus- 
sian finds in the identification with “the most progressive country in the 
world,” “the fatherland of socialism” vicarious satisfaction for his aspirations 
for power. The conviction, seemingly supported by historic experience, that 
the nation with which he identifies himself is constantly menaced by capitalist 
enemies serves to elevate his personal fears and insecurities onto the collec- 
tive plane. His personal fears are thus transformed into anxiety for the nation. 
Identification with the nation thus serves the dual function of satisfying indi- 
vidual power drives and alleviating individual fears by projecting both onto 
the international scene. 

In the United States, the process by which national power is appropri- 
ated by the individual and experienced as his own resembles by and large the 
typical pattern as it developed in Western civilization during the nineteenth 
century. This is to say, the identification of the individual with the power and 
the foreign policies of the nation proceeds largely in terms of the typical frus- 
trations and insecurities of the middle class. Yet American society is to a much 
greater extent a middle-class society than any other society in Western civili- 
' gation. More importantly, whatever class distinctions there may be tend to be 
mitigated, if not resolved, in American society by the common denominator 
of middle-class values and aspirations. The identification of the individual with 
the nation in terms of middle-class frustrations and aspirations is, therefore, 
almost as predominant and typical in American society as the proletarian iden- 
tification is in the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the relatively great mo- 
bility of American society opens to the great masses of the population avenues 
for social and economic improvement. These opportunities have in the past, 
at least in normal times, tended to keep rather low the emotional intensity of 
that identification as compared with the corresponding situations in the Soviet 
Union and in National Socialist Germany.® 

New factors have, however, arisen in recent times with the increasing 
atomization of society, the threat of world revolution as symbolized by inter- 
national Communism, the relative disappearance of geographical isolation, 
and the danger of nuclear war. Thus, in the last quarter of the twentieth 
century, intensified individual frustrations and anxieties have called forth a 
more intensive identification, on the part of the individual, with the power 
and the foreign policies of the nation. If, therefore, the present trend toward 
ever increasing domestic frustration and international instability is not re- 
versed, the United States is likely to partake to a growing extent in those 
tendencies in modern culture which have found their most extreme manifes- 
tations in Soviet Russia and National Socialist Germany, tendencies that 
make for an ever more complete and intensive identification of the indi- 
vidual with the nation. In this completeness and intensity of identification we 


“Intense nationalistic identification in the United States has been associated in the past mainly 
with antagonism, on the part of the most insecure sector of the middle class, against certain 
ethnic groups, such as the Negro or the latest wave of proletarian immigrants. 
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have one of the roots of the ferocity and ruthlessness of modern foreign poli- 
cies where national aspirations for power clash with each other, supported by 
virtually total populations with an unqualified dedication and intensity of feel- 
ing which in former periods of history only the issues of religion could com- 
mand. 





Elements of National 
Power 


eration? Two groups of elements have to be distinguished: those which are 
relatively stable, and those which are subject to constant change. 


GEOGRAPHY 


The most stable factor upon which the power of a nation depends is obviously 
Zeography. For instance, the fact that the continental territory of the United 


‘ it was in the times of George Washington or President McKinley. But it is 
fallacious to assume, as is frequently done, that the technical development of 
transportation, communications, and warfare has eliminated altogether the 
isolating factor of the oceans. This factor is certainly much less important to- 


ing upon political decisions might be today from what it was in other periods 
of history. 


127 


128 National Power 


Similarly, the separation of Great Britain from the European continent by a 
small body of water, the English Channel, is a factor that Julius Caesar could no 
more afford to overlook than could William the Conqueror, Philip II, Napoleon, 
or Hitler. However much other factors may have altered its importance through- 
out the course of history, what was important two thousand years ago is still im- 
portant today, and all those concerned with the conduct of foreign affairs must 
take it into account. 

What is true of the insular location of Great Britain is true of the geo- 
graphic position of Italy. The Italian peninsula is separated from the rest of 
Europe by the high mountain massif of the Alps, and while the valleys of the 
Alps descend gradually southward toward the north Italian plain, they precip- 
itate abruptly toward the north. This geographical situation has been an im- 
portant element in the political and military considerations of Italy and of 
other nations with regard to Italy. For, under all conditions of warfare of 
which we know, this geographical situation has made it extremely difficult to 
invade Central Europe from Italy, while it has made it much less difficult to 
invade Italy from the north. In consequence, invasions of Italy have been 
much more frequent than invasions by Italy. From Hannibal in the Punic 
Wars to General Clark in the Second World War, this permanent geographi- 
cal factor has determined political and military strategy. 

The Pyrenees have fulfilled for the international position of Spain a some- 
what different, but no less permanent, function. It has been said that Europe 
ends at the Pyrenees. The Pyrenees, by making Spain difficult of access to 
the outside world, have indeed functioned as a barrier shutting Spain off from 
the main stream of the intellectual, social, economic, and political develop- 
ments that transformed the rest of Europe. Spain has also been by-passed by 
most of the great political and military conflagrations of continental Europe. 
This position on the sidelines of continental politics is at least partially the 
result of that geographical seclusion provided by the mountain barrier of the 
Pyrenees. 

Finally, let us consider the geographical situation of the Soviet Union. 
The Soviet Union constitutes an enormous land mass that extends over one 
seventh of the land area of the earth and is two and one-half times as large as 
the territory of the United States. While it is about five thousand miles by air 
from the Bering Straits to Koenigsberg, the capital of what was formerly East 
Prussia, now called Kaliningrad, it is half that distance from Murmansk at the 
Barents Sea to Ashkhabad at the northern frontier of Iran. This territorial 
extension is a permanent source of great strength which has thus far frustrated 
all attempts at military conquest from the outside. This enormous land mass 
dwarfed the territory conquered by foreign invaders in comparison with what 
still remained to be conquered. 

Conquest of a considerable portion of a country without prospects for 
speedy recovery usually breaks the will to resist of the conquered people. 
This is, as we have seen, the political purpose of military conquests. Similar 
conquests—especially if, as under Napoleon and Hitler, they did not have a 
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limited objective, but aimed at the very existence of Russia as a nation—had 
a rather stimulating effect upon Russian resistance. For not only were the 
conquered parts of Russia small in comparison with those which were left in 
Russian hands, but the task of the invader became more difficult with every 
step he advanced. He had to keep an ever greater number of troops supplied 
over ever lengthening lines of communication deep in a hostile country. Thus 
geography has made the conquest of Russian territory, as soon as the objec- 
tives of such conquest became ill defined and tended to become unlimited, a 
liability for the conqueror rather than an asset. Instead of the conqueror’s 
swallowing the territory and gaining strength from it, it is rather the territory 
that swallows the conqueror, sapping his strength. 

The possibility of nuclear war has enhanced the importance of the size of 
territory as a source of national power. In order to make a nuclear threat 
credible, a nation requires a territory large enough to disperse its industrial 
and population centers as well as its nuclear installations. The conjunction 
between the large radius of nuclear destruction and the relatively small size 
of their territories imposes a severe handicap upon the ability of the tradi- 
tional nation states, such as Great Britain and France, to make a nuclear 
threat credible. Thus it is the quasi-continental size of their territory which 
allows nations, such as the United States, the Soviet Union, and China, to 
play the role of major nuclear powers. 

Another geographical factor, however, constitutes at the same time a 
weakness and an asset for the international position of the Soviet Union. We 
are referring to the fact that neither high mountains nor broad streams sepa- 
rate the Soviet Union from its western neighbors and that the plains of Poland 
and Eastern Germany form a natural continuation of the Russian plain. There 
exists, then, no natural obstacle to invasion on the western frontier of Russia, 
either on the part of the Soviet Union or on the part of the Soviet Union's 
western neighbors. Thus, from the fourteenth century to the present, White 
Russia and the westernmost part of Russia proper have been the scene of 
continuous thrusts and counterthrusts and a field of battle where Russia and 
its western neighbors met. The lack of a natural frontier—that is, of a frontier 
’ predetermined, like the Italian or the Spanish, by geographical factors—has 
been a permanent source of conflict between Russia and the West. Similarly, 
yet for the opposite reason, the possibility of such a frontier between France 
and Germany in the form of the Rhine, to which France always aspired and 
which it had rarely the strength to attain, has been a permanent source of 
conflict between those two countries since the times of the Romans. As con- 
cerns Russia, the bolshevist foreign minister Vishinsky summed up the tran- 
scendent importance of geography when he said, upon being reproached for 
following a Czarist policy on the Dardanelles: “If a warship has to sail from 
the Mediterranean to the Black Sea, it must pass through the Dardanelles 
whether the government in Moscow is Czarist or Communist.’””! 


‘Quoted after Denis Healey, Neutrality (London: Ampersand Ltd., 1955), p. 36. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 


Another relatively stable factor that exerts an important influence upon the 
power of a nation with respect to other nations is natural resources. 


Food 


To start with the most elemental of these resources, food: a country that is 
self-sufficient, or nearly self-sufficient, has a great advantage over a nation that 
is not and must be able to import the foodstuffs it does not grow, or else 
starve. It is for this reason that the power and, in times of war, the very 
existence of Great Britain, which before the Second World War grew only 30 
percent of the food consumed in the British Isles, has always been dependent 
upon its ability to keep the sea lanes open over which the vital food supplies 
had to be shipped in. Whenever its ability to import food was challenged, as 
in the two world wars through submarine warfare and air attacks, the very 
power of Great Britain was challenged, and its survival as a nation put in 
jeopardy. 

For the same reason, Germany, though to a much smaller extent defi- 
cient in foodstuffs than Great Britain, in order to survive a war was bound to 
pursue three principal goals, either severally or in combination: first, the 
avoidance of a long war through a speedy victory before its food reserves were 
exhausted; second, the conquest of the great food-producing areas of eastern 
Europe; and third, the destruction of British seapower, which cut Germany 
off from access to overseas sources of food. In both world wars, Germany was 
unable to attain the first and third objectives. It reached the second goal in 
the First World War too late to be of decisive effect. Thus the Allied block- 
ade, by imposing upon the German people privations that sapped their will 
to resist, was one of the essential factors in the victory of the Allies. In the 
Second World War, Germany became virtually self-sufficient with regard to 
food, not primarily through conquest, but through the deliberate starvation 
and the outright killing of millions of people in conquered territories. 

A deficiency in home-grown food has thus been a permanent source of 
weakness for Great Britain and Germany which they must somehow over- 
come, or face the loss of their status as great powers. A country enjoying self- 
sufficiency, such as the United States, need not divert its national energies 
and foreign policies from its primary objectives in order to make sure that its 
populations will not starve in war. Since such countries are reasonably free 
from worry on that count, they have been able to pursue much more forceful 
and single-minded policies than otherwise would have been possible. Self- 
sufficiency in food has thus always been a source of great strength. 

Conversely, permanent scarcity of food is a source of permanent weak- 
ness in international politics. Of the truth of this observation, India was the 
prime example before the so-called green revolution drastically increased its 
food supply. The scarcity of food from which India suffered was the result of 
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two factors: the increase in population, outstripping the supply of food, and 
the insufficiency of exports to pay for the import of the food necessary to make 
up the deficit. This dual imbalance, which made the ever present threat of 
mass starvation one of the main concerns of government, put an insuperable 
handicap upon any active foreign policy India might have wanted to pursue. 
Regardless of the other assets of national power which were at its disposal, 
the deficiencies in food compelled it to act in its foreign policy from weakness 
rather than from strength. The same observation applies with particular force- 
to the nations of the Third World that continuously live under the threat of 
famine and the actuality of undernourishment without most of any of the 
other assets which go into the making of national power. These are the so- 
called “basket cases” that are limited to hoping that international generosity 
will help them to survive the next famine. 

Self-sufficiency in food, or lack of it, is a relatively stable factor in national 
power, but it is sometimes, as the example of contemporary India shows, 
subject to decisive changes. There may be changes in the consumption of food 
brought about by changing conceptions of nutrition. There may be changes in 
' the technique of agriculture which may increase er decrease the output of 
agricultural products. The outstanding examples of the influence of changes 
in the agricultural output upon national power are, however, to be found in 
the disappearance of the Near East and of North Africa as power centers and 
in the descent of Spain from a world power to a third-rate power. 

The agricultural systems of the Near East and North Africa were all 
founded upon irrigation. Even though it can hardly be proved that the decline 
in the national power of Babylon, of Egypt, and of the Arabs was concomitant 
with the disorganization of their irrigation systems, this much is certain—the 
decay of their systems of agriculture made irreparable the decline of their 
national power. For the disappearance of regulated irrigation transformed the 
better part of the arable land of these regions into deserts. It was only in 
Egypt that the natural irrigation of the Nile preserved a certain measure of 
fertility even after artificial irrigation had broken down. 

As for Spain, while one dates the decline of its power from the destruc- 
tion of the Armada by Great Britain in 1588, its political downfall became 
definite only after misrule in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had 
destroyed considerable sections of its arable land through large-scale defores- 
tation. In consequence, wide regions of northern and central Spain were 
transformed into virtual deserts. 


Raw Materials 


What holds true of food is of course also true of those natural resources which 
are important for industrial production and, more particularly, for the waging 
of war. The absolute and relative importance natural resources in the form of 
raw materials have for the power of a nation depends necessarily upon the 
technology of the warfare practiced in a particular period of history. Before 
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the large-scale mechanization of warfare, when hand-to-hand fighting was the 
prevalent military technique, other factors, such as the personal qualities of 
the individual soldier, were more important than the availability of the raw 
materials with which his weapons were made. In that period of history which 
extends from the beginning of historic time well into the nineteenth century, 
natural resources played a subordinate role in determining the power of a 
nation. With the increasing mechanization of warfare, which since the indus- 
trial revolution has proceeded at a faster pace than in all preceding history, 
national power has become more and more dependent upon the control of | 
raw materials in peace and war. It is not by accident that the two most pow- 
erful nations today, the United States and the Soviet Union, .come closest to 
being self-sufficient in the raw materials necessary for modern industrial pro- 
duction, and control at least the access to the sources of those raw materials 
which they do not themselves produce. 

As the absolute importance of the control of raw materials for national 
power has increased in proportion to the mechanization of warfare, so certain 
raw materials have gained in importance over others. This has happened 
whenever fundamental changes in technology have called for the use of new 
materials or the increased use of old ones. In 1936, a statistician rated the 
share of a number of basic minerals in industrial production for military pur- 
poses and assigned them the following values: coal, 40; oil, 20; iron, 15; cop- 
per, lead, manganese, sulphur, 4 each; zinc, aluminum, nickel, 2 each.” Half 
a century before, the share of coal would certainly have been considerably 
greater, since as a source of energy it had at that time only small competition 
from water and wood and none from oil. The same would have been true of 
iron which then had no competition from light metals and such substitutes as 
plastics. Great Britain, which was self-sufficient in coal and iron, was the one 
great world power of the nineteenth century. 

The influence the control of raw materials can exert upon national power 
and the shifts in the distribution of power which it can bring about are dem- 
onstrated in our own day most strikingly by the case of uranium. Only a few 
years ago the control or lack of control of uranium deposits was entirely irrel- 
evant for the power of a nation. The author we have quoted above,° writing 
in 1936, did not even mention this mineral in his evaluation of the relative 
military importance of minerals. The release of atomic energy from the ura- 
nium atom and the use of that energy for warfare have at once modified the 
actual and potential hierarchy of nations in view of their relative power. Na- 
tions that control deposits of uranium, such as Canada, Czechoslovakia, the 
Soviet Union, the Union of South Africa, and the United States, have risen 
in the power calculations. Others that neither possess nor have access to de- 
posits of that mineral have fallen in terms of relative power. 





®Ferdinand Friedensburg, Die mineralischen Bodenschdtze als weltpolitische und militdrische 
Machtfaktoren (Stuttgart: F. Enke, 1936), p. 175. 
3$ee preceding note. 
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The Power of Oil 

Since the First World War, oil as a source of energy has become more 
and more important for industry and war. Most mechanized weapons and 
vehicles are driven by oil; consequently, countries that possess considerable 
deposits of oil have acquired an influence in international affairs which in 
some cases can be attributed primarily, if not exclusively, to that possession. 
“One drop of oil,” said Clemenceau during the First World War, “is worth 
one drop of blood of our soldiers.” The emergence of oil as an indispensable 
raw material has brought about a shift in the relative power of the politically 
leading nations. The Soviet Union has become more powerful since it is self- 
sufficient in this respect, while Japan has grown considerably weaker, since it 
is completely lacking in oil deposits. 

Aside from its location as the land bridge of three continents, the Near 
East is strategically important because of the oil deposits of the Arabian pen- 
insula. Control over them traditionally has been an important factor in the 
distribution of power, in the sense that whoever is able to add them to his 
.other sources of raw materials adds that much strength to his own resources 
and deprives his competitors proportionately. It is for this reason that Great 
Britain, the United States and, for a time, France embarked in the Near East 
upon what has aptly been called “oil diplomacy”: that is, the establishment of 
spheres of influence giving them exclusive access to the oi] deposits in certain 
regions. 

Yet oil is no longer one of many raw materials important in the measure- 
ment of a nation’s power. It is now a material factor whose very possession 
threatens to overturn centuries-old patterns of international politics. The em- 
bargo on oil by the oil-producing states in the winter of 1973~74, together 
with the drastic rise in the price of oil, suddenly clarified certain basic aspects 
of world politics which we might have understood theoretically, but which 
were brought home in earnest by the drastic change in power relations 
brought on by the new politics of oil. 

Traditionally a functional relationship has existed between political, mil- 
itary, and economic power. That is to say, political power has been through- 
' out history a function of military and—in recent times more particularly—of 
economic power. Take for instance the expansion of Europe into what later 
became the colonial areas of the Western Hemisphere, Africa, and Asia. That 
expansion was primarily due to a technological gap between the colonial pow- 
ers and the colonized nations. In other words, the conquest of India by Great 
Britain (much inferior in manpower and in many other aspects of national 
power) was largely made possible by Great Britain’s possession of a higher 
technology which, when transformed into military power, the Indian states 
could not resist. 

Those relationships of a functional nature between technology and eco- 
nomic power, on the one hand, and political and military power, on the other, 
have been disturbed—one might even say destroyed—by the recent use of 
oil as a political weapon. Many of those oil-producing states are states only by 
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way of what might be called semantic courtesy. Measured in terms of natural 
resources, they have nothing but sand and oil]. But it is the oil which seem- 
ingly overnight has made those small plots on the map which we call states 
important and even powerful factors in world politics. In other words, a state 
which has nothing to go on by way of power, which is lacking in all the ele- 
ments which traditionally have gone into the making of national power, sud- 
denly becomes a powerful factor in world politics because it has one important 
asset—oil. This is indeed an event which is of revolutionary importance for 
world politics. 

Two basic factors in our period of history have made possible this divorce 
of political power from military and industrial-technological power. (1) Free 
trade between the private producers and consumers of certain raw materials 
and monopolistically controlled trade through colonial and semicolonial ar- 
rangements by the consumer governments has been replaced by monopolistic 
or quasi-monopolistic controls on the part of the producer governments acting 
in concert. Formerly the consumers could keep the price low through colonial 
arrangements and the control of consumption; now the producers can keep 
the price high by controlling production. (2) Formerly producers and consum- 
ers of raw materials were tied together by complementary interests, the bal- 
ance of which favored the consumer. The latter's needs were limited as com- 
pared with the number of potential producers and the quantity of raw 
materials available. The consumer had, accordingly, a choice among several 
producers to buy from, and also of the quantity to buy from the several pro- 
ducers chosen. Today, what was once a buyer’s market has become a seller's 
market. The consumption of raw materials has enormously increased, not only 
in absolute terms—between 1760 and 1913 imports of food and raw materials 
to Great Britain increased seventy-fold—but also relative to available re-. 
sources. Thus oil has become the lifeblood of industrially advanced nations, 
many of which are completely (e.g. Japan) or in considerable measure (e.g. 
the nations of Western Europe) dependent upon imports from other nations. 

The power which oil bestows is, first of all, the result of the technological 
development of modern industrial nations. Twenty or fifty years ago oil did 
not bestow such power upon producing nations because the use of oil as the 
lifeblood of modern industry was limited. When nations which have large 
deposits of oil are able to co-operate and co-ordinate policies, as the oil- 
exporting states were during the fall of 1973, they can apply a stranglehold to 
the consuming nations; they can impose political conditions which the con- 
suming nations can refuse to meet only at the risk of enormous political, eco- 
nomic, and social dislocations. 

A state which is powerless in all other respects, which is not a major 
force in terms of traditional power, can exert enormous—and under certain 
conditions even decisive—power over nations which have all the implements 
of power at their disposal except one—deposits of oil. Thus a nation like Ja- 
pan, one of the foremost industrial nations of the world and potentially a great 
power, is completely dependent upon the supply of oil from abroad. If for 
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some reason the oil-producing nations were to impose a total embargo upon 
Japan, they could destroy her political, economic, and social fabric, and if 
they were to connect that threat of a total embargo with political conditions, 
they could impose their will upon Japan. They could reduce Japan to the 
status of satellite, a dependency of the oil-producing nations. To a certain 
extent those nations have already tasted that power. During the Middle East- 
ern war of October, 1973, they forced Japan and the nations of Western Eu- 
rope (which are only partially dependent on the import of oil) to take certain 
political steps which they would not have taken on their own initiative, but 
which they felt they had to take under the circumstances because otherwise 
they would have risked political, social, and economic ruin. 

It is not only the quasi-monopoly which the oil-producing nations acting 
in concert have on the supply of oil which has caused such dislocation. It is 
particularly, and in the long run more importantly, the control (whether ac- 
tual or potential) they exert over the price of oil that has become one of the 
main factors of instability in the world economy and one of the main sources 
of inflation. The inflationary tendencies which were already at work in the 
industrial nations of the world were greatly aggravated by the fourfold in- 
crease in the price of oil in 1973 and the further doubling of the wellhead 
price in 1978. 

It is important to note that this situation is potentially of a permanent 
nature. As long as the oil-producing nations cooperate against the consuming 
nations, as long as there is no competition among them for markets or for 
economic or political advantages, they will be able to impose virtually any 
conditions on the oil-consuming nations, just as they did in the wake of the 
1973 war. In the case of a country like Japan it would be suicide to refuse 
such conditions. In the case of other nations, such as the United States, whose 
main sources of energy are domestic, it would mean severe discomfort of the 
kind already experienced in 1973. The nations of Western Europe, for exam- 
ple West Germany, whose main sources of petroleum come from abroad, 
would face catastrophe if they attempted to defy those nations upon whom 

they depend for oil. 

While there is no way of destroying this stranglehold short of war, there 
is a way of mitigating its results. It lies in weakening the monopolistic or 
quasi-monopolistic position of the oil-producing nations by strengthening the 
position of the oil-consuming ones. The latter fall into two categories: those 
like Japan, who are utterly dependent upon the importation of oil, and for 
whom therefore the access to foreign oil is a matter of life and death; and 
those like the United States, who, by virtue of domestic sources of energy, 
can be inconvenienced and harmed, but not mortally wounded, by the polit- 
ical manipulation of oil. The latter are able to protect themselves from the 
more severe consequences of such manipulation by limiting the importation 
of oil, by restricting its domestic use, by stockpiling reserves, and by embark- 
ing upon a crash program, after the model of the Manhattan Project for the 
discovery of nuclear fission, to develop alternative sources of energy. The 
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very existence of such a four-pronged policy would have a salutary effect upon 
all concerned. It would strengthen the morale of the oil consumers and give 
pause to the producers. 

Such a policy would also lay the psychological and material groundwork 
for a policy of sharing between those consumers who possess considerable 
domestic sources of energy and those who lack them. For the oil producers 
are able to strike at a consumer, such as the United States, not only directly 
by cutting off its supply, but also indirectly by bringing its principal allies, 
such as the Federal Republic of Germany and Japan, to their knees. Thus the 
United States is doubly vulnerable to the political manipulation of oil, and it 
must meet that dual threat by making itself as quickly and as much as possible 
independent of foreign oil supplies and by making a fraction of its domestic 
resources available to its most endangered allies. 

Finally, if one looks at this situation created by the political use of oil 
from an over-all point of view, one realizes that it is the specific result of what 
we identified earlier as the main characteristic of contemporary world politics: 
the disjunction between the organizational structures and political processes 
through which we act on the world scene, on the one hand, and the objective 
conditions under which humanity lives, on the other. Thus one is struck by 
the utter irrationality of leaving the control of nuclear power which can de- 
stroy mankind to sovereign nation states. The same applies to entrusting the 
control of oil—which can destroy in a different way (less dramatically but 
almost as thoroughly) the civilization of the highly developed industrial na- 
tions—to so-called nation states which are sovereign only in a very limited 
sense. The states belonging to the “nuclear club” are no longer, and the oil- 
producing states have never been capable of performing the functions for 
which government is established in the first place, that is, to protect and 
promote the life, liberty, and happiness of its citizens. Their power is essen- | 
tially destructive. 


INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY 


The example of uranium illustrates, however, the importance of another factor 
for the power of a nation— industrial capacity. The Congo has vast deposits of 
high-grade uranium. Yet, while this fact has increased the value of that coun- 
try as a prize of war and, therefore, its importance from the point of view of 
military strategy, it has not affected the power of the Congo in relation to 
other nations. For the Congo does not have the industrial plant to put the 
uranium deposits to industrial and military use. On the other hand, for Great 
Britain, Canada, and the United States, as for Czechoslovakia and the Soviet 
Union, the possession of uranium signifies an enormous increase in power. In 
these countries the industrial plants exist or can be built, or they can easily 
be used in a neighboring country, where uranium can be transformed into 
energy to be employed in peace and war. 
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The same situation can be exemplified by coal and iron. The United 
States and the Soviet Union have drawn a good deal of their national strength 
from the possession of vast amounts oi these two raw materials because they 
possess also industrial plants that can transform them into industrial products. 
The Soviet Union has built its plant, and is still in the process of building it, 
at enormous human and material sacrifices. It is willing to make the sacrifices 
because it recognizes that without the industrial plant it cannot build and 
maintain a military establishment commensurate with its foreign policy. With- 
out this plant the Soviet Union cannot play the important part in international 
politics which it intends to play. 

India follows the United States and the Soviet Union closely as a deposi- 
tory of coal and iron. Its reserves of iron ore in the two provinces of Bihar 
and Orissa alone are estimated at 2.7 billion tons. Furthermore, India’s out- 
put of manganese, which is indispensable for the production of steel, was a 
million tons as early as 1939, topped only by the output of the Soviet Union. 
But despite these riches in raw materials, without which no nation can attain 
first rank in modern times, India cannot be classified today as a first-rate 


- power even faintly comparable to the United States and the Soviet Union. 


The reason for this lag between the potentialities and actualities of power, 
which concerns us in the context of this discussion (others will be mentioned 
later), is the lack of an industrial establishment commensurate with the abun- 
dance of raw materials. While India can boast of a number of steel mills, such 
as the Tata Iron Works, which are among the most modern in existence, it 
has no per capita productive capacity, especially for finished products, that 
can be compared with even one of the second-rate industrial nations. In 1980, 
fewer than six million Indians—less than one per cent of the total popula- 
tion—were employed in industry. So we see that India possesses, in the 
abundance of some of the key raw materials, one of the elements that go into 
the making of national power, and to that extent it may be regarded as a 
potentially great power. Actually, however, it will not become a great power 
so long as it is lacking in other factors without which no nation in modern 
times can attain the status of a great power. Of these factors industrial capac- 
ity is one of the most important. 

The technology of modern warfare transportation and communications 
has made the over-all development of heavy industries an indispensable ele- 
ment of national power. Since victory in modern war depends upon the num- 
ber and quality of highways, railroads, trucks, ships, airplanes, tanks, and 
equipment and weapons of all kinds, from mosquito nets and automatic rifles 
to oxygen masks and guided missiles, the competition among nations for 
power transforms itself largely into competition for the production of bigger, 
better, and more implements of war. The quality and productive capacity of 
the industrial plant, the know-how of the working man, the skill of the engi- 
neer, the inventive genius of the scientist, the managerial organization—all 
these are factors upon which the industrial capacity of a nation and, hence, 
its power depend. 
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Thus it is inevitable that the leading industrial nations should be identical 
with the great powers, and a change in industrial rank, for better or for worse, 
should be accompanied or followed by a corresponding change in the hierar- 
chy of power. So long as Great Britain as an industrial nation had no equal, it 
was the most powerful nation on earth, the only one that deserved to be 
called a world power. The decline of France as a power in comparison with 
Germany, which was unmistakable after 1870 and was only seemingly and 
temporarily arrested during the decade following the First World War, was 
in part but the political and military manifestation of the industrial backward- 
ness of France and of the industrial predominance of Germany on the Euro- 
pean continent. 

The Soviet Union, while having been potentially always a great power, 
became one in fact only when it entered the ranks of the foremost industrial 
powers in the thirties, and it became the rival of the United States as the 
other superpower only when it acquired in the fifties the industrial capacity 
for waging nuclear war. Similarly, the potential of China as a great power will 
only be realized if and when it acquires a similar industrial capacity. When 
the United States was at the height of its power in the forties, the Economist 
of London related that power to American economic strength by saying: 


In any comparison of potential resources of the Great Powers the United States, 
even before Hitler's war, far outstripped every other nation in the world in ma- 
terial strength, in scale of industrialization, in weight of resources, in standards 
of living, by every index of output and consumption. And the war, which all but 
doubled the American national income while it either ruined or severely weak- 
ened every other Great Power, has enormously increased the scale upon which 
the United States now towers above its fellows. Like mice in the cage of an 
elephant, they follow with apprehension the movements of the mammoth. What 
chance would they stand if it were to begin to throw its weight about, they who 
are in some danger even if it only decides to sit down?* 


This drastic increase in the importance of industrial capacity for national 
power has also accentuated the traditional distinction between great and small 
powers. The very term “superpower” points to an unprecedented accumula- 
tion of power in the hands of a few nations, which sets these nations apart not 
only from the small ones but from the traditional great powers as well. What 
distinguishes the superpowers from all other nations, aside from their ability 
to wage all-out nuclear war and absorb a less than all-out nuclear attack, is 
their virtual industrial self-sufficiency and their technological capacity to stay 
abreast of the other nations. By the same token, the dependence of the na- 
tions of the third and fourth rank upon the nations of the first rank, which we 
can call superpowers, has also drastically increased. The military power of the 
former depends to a sometimes decisive extent upon the willingness of the 
latter to supply them with modern weapons and the implements of modern 





‘Economist, May 24, 1947, p. 785. (Reprinted by permission.) _ 
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communications and transportation. Without this supply many of them would 
be helpless in confrontation with an enemy thus supplied. 


MILITARY PREPAREDNESS 


What gives the factors of geography, natural resources, and industrial capacity 
their actual importance for the power of a nation is military preparedness. 
The dependence of national power upon military preparedness is too obvious 
to need much elaboration. Military preparedness requires a military establish- 
ment capable of supporting the foreign policies pursued. Such ability derives 
from a number of factors of which the most significant, from the point of view 
of our discussion, are technological innovations, leadership, and the quantity 
and quality of the armed forces. 


Technology 


The fate of nations and of civilizations has often been determined by a differ- 
ential in the technology of warfare for which the inferior side was unable to 
compensate in other ways. Europe, in the period of its expansion from the 
fifteenth through the nineteenth century, carried its power on the vehicle of 
a technology of warfare superior to that of the Western Hemisphere, Africa, 
and the Near and Far East. The addition of infantry, firearms, and artillery to 
the traditional weapons in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries spelled a 
momentous shift in the distribution of power in favor of those who used those 
weapons before their enemies did. The feudal lords and independent cities, 
who in the face of these new weapons continued to rely upon cavalry and the 
castles which until then had been practically immune against direct attack, 
now found themselves suddenly dislodged from their position of preponder- 
ance. 
Two events illustrate dramatically this shift in power which politically and 
militarily marks the end of the Middle Ages and the beginning of the modern 
era of history. First, in the battles of Morgarten in 1315 and of Laupen in 
1339, armies composed of Swiss infantry inflicted disastrous defeats upon feu- 
dal cavalry, demonstrating that foot soldiers recruited from the common peo- 
ple were superior to an aristocratic and expensive army of equestrians. The 
second is the invasion of Italy in 1494 by Charles VIII of France. With infan- 
try and artillery, Charles VIII broke the power of the proud Italian city-states, 
until then secure behind their walls. The seemingly irresistible destructive- 
ness of these new techniques of warfare made an indelible impression upon 
contemporaries, some of which is reflected in the writings of Machiavelli and 
other Florentine writers of the time.* 


5See the account by Felix Gilbert, “Machiavelli: The Renaissance of the Art of War,” in 
Makers of Modern Strategy, edited by Edward Mead Earle (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1944), pp. 8, 9. 
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The twentieth century has thus far witnessed four major innovations in 
the technique of warfare. They gave at least a temporary advantage to the 
side that used them before the opponent did, or before he was able to protect 
himself against them. First, the submarine was used in the First World War 
by Germany primarily against British shipping and seemed to be capable of 
deciding the war in favor of Germany until Great Britain found in the convoy 
an answer to that menace. Second, the tank was used in considerable and 
concentrated numbers by the British, but not by the Germans, in the closing 
phase of the First World War, giving the Allies one of their assets for victory. 
Third, strategic and tactical co-ordination of the air force with the land and 
naval forces contributed greatly to the German and Japanese superiority in 
the initial stages of the Second World War. Pearl Harbor and the disastrous 
defeats that the British and the Dutch suffered at the hands of the Japanese 
on land and at sea in 1941 and 1942 were the penalties to be paid for tech- 
nological backwardness in the face of a more progressive enemy. If one reads 
the somber review of British defeats which Churchill gave in the secret ses- 
sion of Parliament on April 23, 1942,° one is struck by the fact that all these 
defeats on land, on the sea, and in the air have one common denominator: 
the disregard or misunderstanding of the change in the technology of warfare 
brought about by air power. Finally, nations which possess nuclear weapons 
and the means to deliver them have an enormous technological advantage 
over their competitors. 

However, the availability of nuclear weapons also results in two extraor- 
dinary paradoxes, referred to above, as concerns its bearing upon national 
power. Both paradoxes stem from the enormous destructiveness of nuclear 
weapons. It is by virtue of that destructiveness that a quantitative increase in 
nuclear weapons, in contrast to conventional ones, does not of necessity sig- 
nify a corresponding increase in national power. Once a nation possesses all 
the nuclear weapons necessary to destroy all the enemy targets it has chosen 
for destruction, taking all possible contingencies, such as a first strike by the 
enemy, into consideration, additional nuclear weapons will not increase that 
nation’s power. 

The other paradox lies in the inverse relationship between the degree of 
destructiveness of nuclear weapons and their rational usability. High-yield 
nuclear weapons are instruments of indiscriminate mass destruction and can 
therefore not be used for rational military purposes. They can be used to 
deter a war by threatening total destruction; but they cannot be used to fight 
a war in a rational manner. A nation armed with nothing but high-yield nu- 
clear weapons could draw very little political power from its military posture; 
for it would have no military means by which to impose its will upon another 
nation, aside from threatening it with total destruction. 

If such a nation has a second-strike nuclear capability, it will threaten 





*Winston Churchill's Secret Session Speeches (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1946), 
pp. 53 ff. 
"Cf. below, pages 439 ff. - 
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total destruction in return and then the two threats either will cancel each 
other out or will lead to the mutual destruction of the belligerents. If the 
threatened nation has no nuclear means of retaliation, it will either suffer total 
destruction or surrender unconditionally as did Japan in 1945 after Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki had been destroyed by nuclear bombs. In other words, the 
threatening nation could wipe the nonnuclear nation off the face of the earth, 
either piecemeal, city by city, or in one devastating blow, but it could not 
subtly adapt the degree of military pressure to be used to the degree of psy- 
chological resistance to be overcome. The absence of conventional weapons, 
susceptible to such subtle adaptations, and the sole reliance upon high-yield 
nuclear weapons would make a nation less powerful than it would be if it 
possessed a combination of high-yield nuclear weapons for the purpose of 
deterrence and an armory of conventional weapons usable for the ordinary 
purposes of warfare. Hence the paradox that in order to make nuclear weap- 
ons usable one must reduce their yield to approximate that of conventional 


weapons. 


Leadership 


Aside from the timely use of technological innovations, the quality of military 
leadership has always exerted a decisive influence upon national power. The 
power of Prussia in the eighteenth century was primarily a reflection of the 
military genius of Frederick the Great and of the strategic and tactical inno- 
vations introduced by him. The art of warfare had changed between the death 
of Frederick the Great in 1786 and the battle of Jena in 1806 when Napoleon 
destroyed the Prussian army, which in itself was then as good and strong as 
it had been twenty years before. But, what was more important, military 
genius was lacking in its leaders who were fighting the battles of Frederick 
the Great all over again. On the other side military genius was in command, 
employing new ideas in strategy and tactics. This factor decided the issue in 
favor of France. 

The Maginot Line psychology of the French general staff in the period 
between the two world wars has become a byword for faulty strategic think- 
ing. While the tendencies of modern technology, especially its trend toward 
mechanization of transportation and of communications, pointed toward the 
probability of a war of movement, the French general staff continued to think 
in terms of the trench warfare of the First World War. The German general 
staff, on the other hand, fully alive to the strategic potentialities of mecha- 
nized warfare, planned its campaigns in terms of unprecedented mobility. 
The conflagration of these two conceptions, not only in France but also in 
Poland and the Soviet Union, produced in the “blitzkrieg” a superiority of 
German power which brought Germany close to final victory. The intellectual 
shock and the military and political devastation caused by the onslaught of 
Hitler's panzers and dive bombers upon the Polish cavalry in 1939 and upon 
the immobile French army in 1940 ushered in a new period of military his- 
tory, similar to the one initiated by Charles VIII's invasion of Italy in 1494. 
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But, while the Italian states had nobody to fall back on in order to recover 
their strength, in the Second World War the superior technology of the 
United States and the superior manpower of the Soviet Union turned Hitler’s 
innovations to his destruction. 


Quantity and Quality of Armed Forces 


The power of a nation in military terms is also dependent upon the quantity 
of men and arms and their distribution among the different branches of the 
military establishment. A nation may have a good grasp of technological in- 
novations in warfare. Its military leaders may excel in the strategy and tactics 
appropriate to the new techniques of war. Yet such a nation may be militarily 
and, in consequence, also politically weak if it does not possess a military 
establishment that in its over-all strength and in the strength of its component 
parts is neither too large nor too small in view of the tasks it may be called 
upon to perform. Must a nation, in order to be strong, possess a large army 
or is its power not impaired by having, at least in peacetime, only small land 
forces, composed of highly trained, heavily armed specialized units? Have 
battle-ready forces-in-being become more important than trained reserves? 
Have large surface navies become obsolete, or do aircraft carriers still fulfill a 
useful purpose? How large a military establishment can a nation afford in view 
of its resources and commitments? Does concern for national power require 
large-scale peacetime production of aircraft and other mechanized weapons, 
or should a nation, in view of rapid changes in technology, spend its resources 
on research and on the production of limited quantities of improved types of 
weapons? 

Whether a nation gives the right or the wrong answer to such questions 
of a quantitative character has obviously a direct bearing upon national power. _ 
Can decision in war be forced by one new weapon, such as artillery, as was 
thought at the turn of the fifteenth century, or the submarine, as the Germans 
thought in the First World War, or the airplane, as was widely believed in 
the period between the two world wars, or the inter-continental guided mis- 
siles, as many believe today? The wrong answers given to some of these ques- 
tions by Great Britain and France in the period between the two world wars 
preserved for them the semblance of power in terms of the traditional military 
conceptions. But those errors brought them to the brink of final defeat in the 
course of the Second World War, whose military technique required different 
answers to these questions. Upon the quality of the answers we give to these 
and similar questions today will depend the future power of the United States 
in relation to other nations. 


POPULATION 


When we turn from material factors and those compounded of material and 
human elements to the purely human factors that determine the power of a 
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nation, we have to distinguish quantitative and qualitative components. While 
among the latter we count national character, national morale, and the quality 
of diplomacy and of government in general, the former needs to be discussed 
in terms of size of population. 


Distribution 
It would, of course, not be correct to say that the larger the population of a 
country the greater the power of that country. For if such. an unqualified 
correlation existed between size of population and national Power, China, 
whose population is estimated as being over 1 billion people,® would be the 
most powerful nation on earth, followed by India with about 730 million. The 
Soviet Union with about 272 million and the United States with 234 million 
would run third and fourth, respectively. Though one is not justified in con- 
sidering a country to be very powerful because its population is greater than 
that of most other countries, it is still true that no country can remain or 
become a first-rate power which does not belong to the more populous na- 
' tions of the earth. Without a large population it is impossible to establish and 
keep going the industrial plant necessary for the successful conduct of modern 
war; to put into the field the large number of combat groups to fight on land, 
on the sea, and in the air; and, finally, to fill the cadres of the troops, consid- 
erably more numerous than the combat troops, which must supply the latter 
with food, means of transportation and communication, ammunition, and 
weapons. It is for this reason that imperialistic countries stimulate popula- 
tion growth with all kinds of incentives, as did Nazi Germany and Fascist 
Italy, and then use that growth as an ideological pretext for imperialistic expan- 
sion. 

A comparison between the population of the United States and that of 
Australia and Canada will make clear the relation between size of population 
and national power. Australia has today, in an area of somewhat less than 
three million square miles, a population of about fifteen million, while the 
Canadian population, in an area of close to three and one-half million square 
miles, amounts to twenty-four and one-half million. The United States, on the 
other hand, in an area between that of Australia and Canada, has a population 
of 234 million, more than fifteen times larger than Australia’s and nearly ten 
times larger than Canada’s. With the population of either Australia or Canada, 
the United States could never have become the most powerful nation on 
earth. The waves of mass immigration in the nineteenth and the first two 
decades of the twentieth centuries brought to the United States this element 
of national power. Had the Immigration Law of 1924, limiting immigration to 
the United States to 150,000 persons a year, been enacted a hundred or even 
fifty years earlier, thirty-six or twenty-seven million people, respectively, 


 *All population figures, unless indicated otherwise, are derived from the information reported 
in the U.S. Census Bureau Report for mid-June 1983, New York Times, September 4, 1983, 
p. A9. 
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would have been prevented from settling in the United States, and they and 
their descendants would have been lost to the United States. 

In 1824, the population of the United States amounted to close to eleven 
million. By 1874, it had risen to forty-four million; by 1924, to 114 million. 
During that century the share of immigration in the growth of the American 
population was on the average close to 30 per cent, approaching 40 per cent 
in the period from 1880 to 1910. In other words, the most spectacular rise in 
American population coincides with the absolute and relative peaks of immi- 
gration. Free immigration from 1824 and, more particularly, from 1874 to 
1924 is mainly responsible for the abundance of manpower which has meant 
so much for the national power of the United States in war and peace. With- 
out this immigration, it is unlikely that the population of the United States 
would amount to more than half of what it actually is today. In consequence, 
the national power of the United States would be inferior to what 234 million 
people make it today. 

Since size of population is one of the factors upon which national power 
rests, and since the power of one nation is always relative to the power of 
others, the relative size of the population of countries competing for power 
and, especially, the relative rate of their growth deserve careful attention. A 
country inferior in size of population to its competitor will view with alarm a 
declining rate of growth if the population of its competitor tends to increase 
more rapidly. Such has been the situation of France with regard to Germany 
between 1870 and 1940. During that period, the population of France in- 
creased by four million, whereas Germany registered a gain of twenty-seven 
million. While in 1800 every seventh European was a Frenchman, in 1930 
only every thirteenth was a Frenchman. In 1940, Germany had at its disposal 
about fifteen million men fit for military service, whereas France had only 
five million. | 

On the other hand, ever since the unification in 1870, Germany has 
viewed sometimes with alarm, and always with respect, the Russian popula- 
tion figures, which show a greater rate of increase than Germany’s. Looking 
at the situation as it existed at the outbreak of the First World War solely 
from the point of view of population trends, Germany could feel that time 
was on Russia's side, and France could feel that time was on the side of Ger- 
many, while both Austria and Russia, for other reasons already alluded to,°® 
could believe that postponement of the conflict would favor the opponent. 
Thus all the protagonists, with the exception of Great Britain, had reasons of 
their own to prefer a war in 1914 to a peaceful settlement which they could 
not regard as definite, but only as a breathing spell before the unavoidable 
settling of accounts. 

As the shifts in the distribution of power within Europe in recent history 
have been roughly duplicated by the changes in population trends, so the 





*See pages 80 and 81. 
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emergence of the United States as the great power center of the West, taking 
the place of Western and Central Europe, can be read in the population fig- 
ures of the respective countries. In 1870, the population of France as well as 
of Germany exceeded that of the United States. Yet, in 1940, the population 
of the United States had increased by 100 million while the combined in- 
crease in the populations of France and Germany in the same period 
amounted to only thirty-one million. 

It is thus obvious that a nation cannot be the first rank without a popu- 
lation sufficiently large to create and apply the material implements of na- 
tional power. On the other hand, it has become obvious only in recent times 
that a large population can also exert a drastically negative influence upon 
national power. This has happened in so-called underdeveloped nations, such 
as India and Egypt, whose populations have greatly increased, by virtue of a 
decrease in the mortality rates, while their food supply did not keep pace 
with the increase in population. These countries were continually faced with 
the threat of famine and with the need to take care of large masses of under- 
nourished and diseased people. They had to divert scarce resources from the 
development of their national power to the feeding and care of their popula- 
tions. The largeness of their population, far from being an asset for their na- 
tional power, is an obstacle to its development. For such nations, to bring the 
number of their population into harmony with their resources is a necessity, 
and if resources cannot be increased, population control is a precondition of 
national power.’ 


Trends 


It is obvious from what has been said thus far that in trying to assess the 
future distribution of power the prediction of population trends plays an im- 
portant role. All other factors remaining approximately equal, a considerable 
decline in the manpower of a nation in comparison with its competitors on 
the international scene spells a decline in national power, and a considerable 
increase, under similar conditions, amounts to a gain in national strength. 
: When, toward the end of the nineteenth century, the British Empire was the 
only world power in existence, its population amounted to about 400 million; 
that is, approximately one fourth of the total population of the world. In 1946, 
it came close to 550 million. Since India’s population was then estimated at 
400 million, these figures illustrate the enormous loss in national power, in 
terms of size of population alone, which Great Britain suffered in the loss of 
India. 

From the point of view of population, the position of the United States 
will continue to show considerable strength in comparison with Western Eu- 
rope because of the latter's anticipated small increases. But compared with 


‘Cf. above page 130. 
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the population trend in Latin America, the position of the United States is 
well on its way to deterioration. Latin America shows the greatest rate of 
increase of any major region in the world. In 1900, Latin America had an 
estimated sixty-three million inhabitants to seventy-five million for the United 
States. The population of Argentina alone more than doubled between 1914 
and 1965 and is now almost twenty-eight million. In the same period the 
population of the United States has only risen from 99 to 234 million. 

It is, however, not sufficient to know the over-all population figures of 
different countries in order to assess correctly the influence of the population 
factor upon national power. The age distribution within a given population is 
an important element in power calculations. All other things being equal, a 
nation with a relatively large population of maximum potential usefulness for 
military and productive purposes (roughly between twenty and forty years of 
age) will have an edge in power over a nation in whose population the older 
age groups predominate. 

It must be pointed out, however, that the projection of population trends 
is hazardous even without the interference of war or natural catastrophes. The 
estimates of population trends which were made in the forties painted a rather 
pessimistic picture of the increase of the American population as compared 
with that of the Soviet Union. Yet today the population of the United States 
exceeds by a wide margin the number that some population experts of great 
repute expected it to reach by 1975. Even in a field whose scientific accuracy 
appears to be relatively high, the prediction of national power is beset with 
uncertainties. But these uncertainties do not affect the importance of popula- 
tion trends for the development of national power. Nor can they diminish the 
active concern of statesmen with the population trends of their own nations. 

Echoing Augustus and his successors on the throne of the Roman Em- 
pire, Sir Winston Churchill, as British Prime Minister, expressed this concern’ 
when he said in his radio address of March 22, 1943: 


One of the most somber anxieties which beset those who look thirty, or forty, or 
fifty years ahead, and in this field one can see ahead only too clearly, is the 
dwindling birth-rate. In thirty years, unless present trends alter, a smaller work- 
ing and fighting population will have to support and protect nearly twice as many 
old people; in fifty years the position will be worse still. If this country is to keep 
its high place in the leadership of the world, and to survive as a great power that 
can hold its own against external pressures, our people must be encouraged by 
every means to have larger families. 


NATIONAL CHARACTER 


Its Existence 


Of the three human factors of a qualitative nature which have a bearing on 
national power, national character and national morale stand out both for their 
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elusiveness from the point of view of rational prognosis and for their perma- 
nent and often decisive influence upon the weight a nation is able to put into 
the scales of international politics. We are not concerned here with the ques- 
tion of what factors are responsible for the development of a national charac- 
ter. We are only interested in the fact—contested but (it seems to us) incon- 
testable, especially in view of the anthropological concept of the “culture 
pattern’—that certain qualities of intellect and character occur more fre- 
quently and are more highly valued in one nation than in another. To quote 
Coleridge: 


. But that there is an invisible spirit that breathes through a whole people, 
and is participated by all, though not by all alike; a spirit which gives a color and 
character both to their virtues and vices, so that the same action, such I mean as 
are expressed by the same words, are yet not the same in a Spaniard as they 
would be in a Frenchman, I hold for an undeniable truth, without the admission 
of which all history would be a riddle. I hold likewise that the difference of 
nations, their relative grandeur and meanness, all, in short, which they are or 
do,—(not indeed at one particular time, under the accidental influence of a single 
great man, as the Carthaginians under the great Xantippus, and afterwards under 
their own Hannibal,) but all in which they persevere, as a nation, through succes- 
sions of changing individuals, are the result of this spirit; . . .” 


These qualities set one nation apart from others, and they show a high degree 
of resiliency to change. A few examples, taken at random, will illustrate the 
point. 

Is it not an incontestable fact that, as John Dewey” and many others have 
pointed out, Kant and Hegel are as typical of the philosophic tradition of 
Germany as Descartes and Voltaire are of the French mind, as Locke and 
Burke are of the political thought of Great Britain, as William James and John 
Dewey are of the American approach to intellectual problems? And can it be 
denied that these philosophic differences are but expressions, on the highest 
level of abstraction and systematization, of fundamental intellectual and moral 
traits that reveal themselves on all levels of thought and action and that give 
each nation its unmistakable distinctiveness? The mechanistic rationality and 
' the systematic perfection of Descartes’ philosophy reappear in the tragedies 
of Corneille and Racine no less than in the rationalistic fury of Jacobin reform. 
They reappear in the sterility of the academic formalism that characterizes 
much of the contemporary intellectual life of France. They reappear in the 
scores of peace plans, logically perfect but impracticable, in which French 
statecraft excelled in the period between the two world wars. On the other 
hand, the trait of intellectual curiosity which Julius Caesar detected in the 
Gauls has remained throughout the ages a distinctive characteristic of the 
French mind. 


*Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Essays on his own Times (London: William Pickering, 1850), Vol. 
Il, 668-9. 
German j Philosophy and Politics (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1942), passim. 
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Locke's philosophy is as much a manifestation of British individualism as 
Magna Carta, due process of law, or Protestant sectarianism. In Edmund 
Burke, with his undogmatic combination of moral principle and political ex- 
pediency, the political genius of the British people reveals itself as much as 
in the Reform Acts of the nineteenth century or the balance-of-power policies 
of Cardinal Wolsey and Canning. What Tacitus said of the destructive political 
and military propensities of the Germanic tribes fitted the armies of Frederick 
Barbarossa no less than those of William II and of Hitler. It fits, too, the 
traditional rudeness and clumsy deviousness of German diplomacy. The au- 
thoritarianism, collectivism, and state worship of German philosophy have 
their counterpart in the tradition of autocratic government, in servile accep- 
tance of any authority so long as it seems to have the will and force to prevail, 
and, concomitant with it, the lack of civil courage, the disregard of individual 
rights, and the absence of a tradition of political liberty. The description of 
the American national character, as it emerges from Tocqueville’s Democracy 
in America, has not been deprived of its timeliness by the intervention of 
more than a century. The indecision of American pragmatism between an 
implicit dogmatic idealism and reliance upon success as a measure of truth is 
reflected in the vacillations of American diplomacy between the Four Free- 
doms and the Atlantic Charter, on the one hand, and “dollar diplomacy,” on 
the other. 


The Russian National Character 


As for Russia, the juxtaposition of two experiences, almost a century apart, 
will provide striking proof of the persistence of certain intellectual and moral 
qualities. 

Bismarck wrote in his memoirs: 


At the time of my first stay in St. Petersburg, in 1859, I had an example of 
another Russian peculiarity. During the first spring days it was then the custom 
for everyone connected with the court to promenade in the Summer Garden 
between Paul’s Palace and the Neva. There the Emperor had noticed a sentry 
standing in the middle of a grass plot; in reply to the question why he was stand- 
ing there, the soldier could only answer, “Those are my orders.” The Emperor 
therefore sent one of his adjutants to the guard-room to make inquiries; but no 
explanation was forthcoming except that a sentry had to stand there winter and 
summer. The source of the original order could no longer be discovered. The 
matter was talked of at court, and reached the ears of the servants. One of them, 
an older pensioner, came forward and stated that his father had once said to him 
as they passed the sentry in the Summer Garden: “There he is, still standing to 
guard the flower, on that spot the Empress Catherine once noticed a snowdrop 
in bloom unusually early, and gave orders that it was not to be plucked.” This 
command had been carried out by placing a sentry on the spot, and ever since 
then one had stood there all the year round. Stories of this sort excite our amuse- 
ment and criticism, but they are an expression of the elementary force and per- 
sistence on which the strength of the Russian nature depends in its attitude to- 
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wards the rest of Europe. It reminds us of the sentinels in the flood at St. 
Petersburg in 1825, and in the Shipka Pass in 1877; not being relieved, the for- 
mer were drowned, the latter frozen to death at their posts.“ 


Time magazine of April 21, 1947, contains the following report: 


Down Potsdam’s slushy Berlinerstrasse stumbled twelve haggard men... . 
Their faces had the pale, creased look of prisoners. Behind them trudged a 
stubby, broad-faced Russian soldier, Tommy gun crooked in his right arm, the 
wide Ukrainian steppe in his blue eyes. 

Approaching the Stadtbahn station, the group met a stream of men and 
women hurrying home from work. 

An angular, middle-aged woman suddenly sighted the twelve men. She 
stopped in her tracks, stared wide-eyed at them for a full minute. Then she 
dropped her threadbare market bag, flew across the street in front of a lumbering 
charcoal-burning truck and threw herself with a gasping cry upon the third pris- 
oner. Prisoners and passers-by paused and gaped dumbly at the two Rodinesque 
figures fingering the backs of each other's rough coats and mumbling hysterically: 
“Wohin?” “. . . weiss nicht.” “Warum?” “. . . weiss nicht.” 

Slowly the Russian walked around his charges and approached the couple. 
Slowly a grin covered his face. He tapped the woman on the back. She shud- 
dered. Rigid apprehension spread over the faces of the onlookers, but the Russian 
rumbled soothingly: “Keine Angst. Keine Angst.” (No fear. No fear.) Then he 
waved the muzzle of his Tommy gun toward the prisoner, who instinctively re- 
coiled a step, and asked: “Dein Mann?” 

“Ja,” replied the woman, tears streaming down her cheeks. 

“Gu-ut,” grunted the Russian, wrinkling his nose, “Nimm mit,” and he gave 
the bewildered prisoner a gentle shove toward the sidewalk. 

The spectators exhaled a mass sigh of relief as the couple stumbled off delir- 
iously, hand in hand. Eleven prisoners, muttering to each other, pushed on down 
the street past the muttering crowd: “Unpredictable Russians . . . incredible 
. . . can’t understand . . . I don’t understand the Russians.” 

The Russian shuffled along stoically, gripping a long papirosa between yellow 
stained teeth as he fished in a pocket for matches. Suddenly his face clouded. He 
hitched the Tommy gun higher under his arm, took a dirty piece of paper from 
the wide, ragged sleeve of his shinel, and scowled at it. After a few steps he 
stuffed the paper back carefully, stared for a moment at the bent backs of the 
prisoners, then searched the strained faces of a new load of commuters just leav- 
ing the station. 

With no fuss, the Russian stepped up to a youngish man with a briefcase 
under his arm and a dirty brown felt hat pulled over his ears, and commanded: 
“Eeh, Dul Komm!” The German froze, casting a terrified glance over his shoulder 
at the frightened stream of men and women who were trying not to see or hear. 
The Russian waved his Tommy gun and curled his lip. “Komm!” He pushed his 
petrified recruit roughly into the gutter. | 


‘Bismarck, the Man and Statesman, being the Reflections and Reminiscences of Otto, Prince 
von Bismarck, translated under the supervision of A. J. Butler (New York and London: Harper 
and Brothers, 1899), Vol. I, p. 250. 
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Again the prisoners were twelve. The Russian’s face relaxed. With a third 
sputtering match he lighted his papirosa and placidly blew smoke toward the 
tense Germans scurrying home through the gathering dusk.® 


Between these two episodes a great revolution intervened, interrupting 
the historic continuity on practically all levels of national life. Yet the traits of 
the Russian national character emerged intact from the holocaust of that rev- 
olution. Even so thorough a change in the social and economic structure, in 
political leadership and institutions, in the ways of life and thought has not 
been able to affect the “elementary force and persistence” of the Russian char- 
acter which Bismarck found revealed in his experience and which reveal 
themselves in the Russian soldier of Potsdam as well. 

To illustrate the same continuity of the national character, let us consider 
the following excerpts from diplomatic dispatches sent by an American diplo- 
mat from Russia to the Department of State: 


During the last year it has been evident that the policy of Russia toward foreign- 
ers and their entrance into the empire was becoming more and more stringent. 

I heard of several Americans last summer who were unable to procure vi- 
sas. . . . This arises mainly from political considerations and a fear of foreign 
influence upon the popular mind. To this it may be added that there is a strong 
anti-foreign party in Russia whose policy would exclude all foreigners except for 
mere purposes of transient commerce. . . . 


The position of a minister here is far from being pleasant. The opinion pre- 
vails that no communication, at least of a public nature, is safe in the post office 
but is opened and inspected as a matter of course. . . . The opinion also prevails 
that ministers are constantly subjected to a system of espionage and that even 
their servants are made to disclose what passed in their households, their con- 
versations, associations, etc. .. . 


Secrecy and mystery characterize everything. Nothing is made public that is 
worth knowing. 


A strange superstition prevails among the Russians that they are destined to 
conquer the world. Appeals to the soldiery founded on this idea of fatality and its 
glorious rewards are seldom made in vain. To a feeling of this sort has been 
attributed that remarkable patience and endurance which distinguish the Russian 
soldier in the midst of the greatest privations. 


. . . Nothing is more striking to an American on his first arrival here than 
the rigor of the police. 


These impressions were gathered, not, as one might expect, in recent 
years by Ambassadors Kennan, Bohlen, or Thompson, but in 1851-52 by 
Neill S. Brown, then United States Minister to Russia. 





"Time, April 21, 1947, p. 32. (Used by permission of Time. Copyright Time, Inc., 1947.) 
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National Character and National Power 


National character cannot fail to influence national power; for those who act 
for the nation in peace and war, formulate, execute, and support its policies, 
elect and are elected, mold public opinion, produce and consume—all bear 
to a greater or lesser degree the imprint of those intellectual and moral qual- 
ities which make up the national character. The “elementary force and persis- 
tence” of the Russians, the individual initiative and inventiveness of the 
Americans, the undogmatic common sense of the British, the discipline and 
thoroughness of the Germans are some of the qualities which will manifest 
themselves, for better or for worse, in all the individual and collective activi- 
ties in which the members of a nation may engage. In consequence of the 
differences in national character, the German and Russian governments, for 
instance, have been able to embark upon foreign policies that the American 
and British governments would have been incapable of pursuing, and vice 
versa. Antimilitarism, aversion to standing armies and to compulsory military 
service are permanent traits of the American and British national character. 
‘Yet the same institutions and activities have for centuries stood high in the 
hierarchy of values of Prussia, from where their prestige spread over all of 
Germany. In Russia the tradition of obedience to the authority of the govern- 
ment and the traditional fear of the foreigner have made large permanent 
military establishments acceptable to the population. 

Thus the national character has given Germany and Russia an initial ad- 
vantage in the struggle for power, since they could transform in peacetime a 
greater portion of their national resources into instruments of war. On the 
other hand, the reluctance of the American and British peoples to consider 
such a transformation, especially on a large scale and with respect to man- 
power, except in an obvious national emergency, has imposed a severe hand- 
icap upon American and British foreign policy. Governments of militaristic 
nations are able to plan, prepare, and wage war at the moment of their choos- 
ing. They can, more particularly, start a preventive war whenever it seems to 
be most propitious for their cause. Governments of pacifist nations, of which 
‘ the United States was the outstanding example until the end of the Second 
World War, are in this respect in a much more difficult situation and have 
much less freedom of action. Restrained as they are by the innate antimilitar- 
ism of their peoples, they must pursue a more cautious course in foreign 
affairs. Frequently the military strength actually at their disposal will aot be 
commensurate with the political commitments that their concern for the na- 
tional interest imposes upon them. In other words, they will not have the 
armed might sufficient to back up their policies. When they go to war, they 
may well do so on the terms of their enemies. In the past they have had to 
rely upon other traits in the national character and upon other compensating 
factors, such as geographical location and industrial potential, to carry them 
over the initial period of weakness and inferiority to ultimate victory. Such 
can be the effects, for good or evil, of the character of a nation. 
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The observer of the international scene who attempts to assess the rela- 
tive strength of different nations must take national character into account, 
however difficult it may be to assess correctly so elusive and intangible a 
factor. Failure to do so will lead to errors in judgment and policies, such as 
the depreciation of the recuperative force of Germany after the First World 
War and the underestimation of Russian staying power in 1941—42. The 
Treaty of Versailles could restrict Germany in all the other implements of 
nationel power, such as territory, sources of raw materials, industrial capacity, 
and military establishment. But it could not deprive Germany of all] those 
qualities of intellect and character which enabled it within a period of two 
decades to rebuild what it had lost and to emerge as the strongest single 
military power in the world. The virtually unanimous opinion of the military 
experts who in 1942 gave the Russian army only a few more months of resis- 
tance may have been correct in purely military terms, such as military strat- 
egy, mobility, industrial resources, and the like. Yet this expert opinion was 
obviously mistaken in underrating that factor of “elementary force and persis- 
tence” which better judgment has recognized as the great source of Russian 
strength in its dealings with Europe. The pessimism that in 1940 denied 
Great Britain a chance for survival had its roots in a similar neglect or mis- 
reading of the national character of the British people. 

We have already mentioned in another context the contempt in which 
American power was held by the German leaders before the Second World 
War.® It is interesting to note that exactly the same mistake, and for the same 
reason, was made by the German leaders during the First World War. Thus, 
in October 1916, the German Secretary of the Navy estimated the significance 
of the United States joining the Allies to be “zero,” and another German 
minister of that period declared in a parliamentary speech, after the United 
States had actually entered the war on the side of the Allies: “The Americans | 
cannot swim and they cannot fly, the Americans will never come.” In both 
cases, the German leaders underestimated American power by paying atten- 
tion exclusively to the quality of the military establishment at a particular 
moment, to the antimilitarism of the American character, and to the factor of 
geographical distance. They disregarded completely the qualities of the Amer- 
ican character, such as individual initiative, gift for improvisation, and tech- 
nical skill, which, together with the other material factor and under favorable 
conditions, might more than outweigh the disadvantages of geographical re- 
moteness and of a dilapidated military establishment. 

On the other hand, the belief of many experts, at least until the battle of 
Stalingrad in 1943, in the invincibility of Germany drew its strength from the 
material factors as well as from certain aspects of the German national char- 
acter which seemed to favor total victory. These experts neglected other as- 
pects of the national character of the German people, in particular their lack 


“See page 99. 
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NATIONAL MORALE 


More elusive and less stable, but no less important than all the other factors 
in its bearing upon national power, is what we propose to call national morale. 
National morale is the degree of determination with which a nation supports 
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they express themselves in the votes of Congress, election results, polls, and 
the like. Would the United States join the United Nations and stay with it 
despite disappointments? Would Congress support the economic and military 
assistance program for Europe, and for how long would it vote billions for 
foreign aid throughout the world? How far were the American people willing 
to go in supporting South Korea, and under what conditions would they con- 
tinue to do so? Would they be willing to cope indefinitely with the liabilities, 
risks, and frustrations attributed to the Soviet Union, without either relaxing 
their efforts or trying to end it all by drastic action? The main factor upon 
which the answers to these questions depended or depend is the state of 
national morale at the decisive moment. 

The national morale of any people will obviously break at a certain point. 
The breaking point is different for different peoples and under different cir- 
cumstances. Some peoples will be brought close to the breaking point by 
tremendous and useless losses in war, such as the French after the Nivelle 
offensive in 1917 in the Champagne. One great defeat will suffice to under- 
mine the national morale of others, such as the defeat the Italians suffered in 
1917 at Caporetto, which cost them three hundred thousand men in prisoners 
and the same number in deserters. The morale of others, such as the Russians 
in 1917, will break under the impact of a combination of tremendous war 
losses in men and territory and the mismanagement of an autocratic govern- 
ment. The morale of others will only slowly decline and, as it were, corrode 
at the edges—not break at all in one sudden collapse, even when exposed to 
a rare combination of governmental mismanagement, devastation, invasion, 
and a hopeless war situation. Such was the case of the Germans in the last 
stage of the Second World War, when a number of military leaders and for- 
mer high officials gave up the lost cause while the masses of the people fought _ 
on until practically the moment of Hitler’s suicide. The persistence of German 
morale in 1945 under most unfavorable circumstances illustrates dramatically 
the unpredictability of such collective reactions. Under much less severe cir- 
cumstances the national morale of Germany collapsed in November 1918, a 
precedent that should have presaged a similar collapse of German morale 
some time in the summer of 1944, after the Allied invasion of France. Tolstoy 
gives in War and Peace a vivid analysis of the independent importance of 
morale for military success: 


Military science assumes that the relative strength of forces is identical with their 
numerical proportions. Military science maintains that the greater the number of 
soldiers, the greater their strength. Les gros bataillons ont toujours raison. 

To say this is as though one were in mechanics to say that forces were equal 
or unequal simply because the masses of the moving bodies were equal or un- 
equal. 

Force (the volume of motion) is the product of the mass into the velocity. 

In warfare the force of armies is the product of the mass multiplied by some- 
thing else, an unknown x. 

Military science, seeing in history an immense number of examples in which 
the mass of an army does not correspond with its force, and in which small num- 
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bers conquer large ones, vaguely recognizes the existence of this unknown factor, 
and tries to find it sometimes in some geometrical disposition of the troops, 
sometimes in the superiority of the weapons, and most often in the genius of the 
leaders. But none of those factors yield results that agree with the historical facts. 

One has but to renounce the false view that glorifies the effect of the activity 
of the heroes of history in warfare in order to discover this unknown quantity, x. 

X is the spirit of the army, the greater or less desire to fight and to face 
dangers on the part of all men composing the army, which is quite apart from 
the question whether they are fighting under leaders of genius or not, with cud- 
gels or with guns that fire thirty times a minute. The men who have the greater 
desire to fight always put themselves, too, in the more advantageous position for 
fighting. The spirit of the army is the factor which multiplied by the mass gives 
the product of the force. To define and express the significance of this unknown 
factor, the spirit of the army, is the problem of science. 

This problem can only be solved when we cease arbitrarily substituting for 
that unknown factor x the conditions under which the force is manifested, such 
as the plans of the general, the arming of the men and so on, and recognize this 
unknown factor in its entirety as the greater or less desire to fight and face dan- 
ger. Then only by expressing known historical facts in equations can one hope 
from comparison of the relative value of this unknown factor to approach its def- 
inition. Ten men, or battalions or divisions are victorious fighting with fifteen 
men or battalions or divisions, that is, they kill or take prisoner all of them while 
losing four of their own side, so that the loss has been four on one side and fifteen 
on the other. Consequently, four on one side have been equivalent to fifteen on 


the other, and consequently 4x = 15y. Consequently = = = This equation does 


not give us the value of the unknown factors, but it does give us the ratio be- 
tween their values. And from the reduction to such equations of various historical 
units (battles, campaigns, periods of warfare) a series of numbers are obtained, in 
which there must be and may be discovered historical laws.” 


The Quality of Society and Government as Decisive Factors 


While national morale is subjected to its ultimate test in war, it is important 
whenever a nation’s power is brought to bear on an international problem. It 
is important partly because of the anticipated effects of national morale upon 
military strength, partly because national morale influences the deter- 
mination with which the government pursues its foreign policies. Any seg- 
ment of the population which feels itself permanently deprived of its rights 
and of full participation in the life of the nation will tend to have a lower 
national morale, to be less “patriotic” than thoze who do not suffer from such 
disabilities. The same is likely to be true of those whose vital aspirations di- 
verge from the permanent policies pursued by the majority or by the govern- 
ment. Whenever deep dissensions tear a people apart, the popular support 


"Leo Tolstoy, War and Peace, Part XIV, Chapter II. 
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that can be mustered for a foreign policy will always be precarious and will 
be actually small if the success or failure of the foreign policy has a direct 
bearing upon the issue of the domestic struggle. 

Autocratic governments, which in the formulation of their policies do not 
take the wishes of the people into account, cannot rely upon much popular 
support for their foreign policies. Such was the case in countries like Czarist 
Russia and the Austrian monarchy. The example of Austria is particularly in- 
structive. Many of the foreign policies of that country, especially with respect 
to the Slavic nations, aimed at weakening the latter in order better to be able 
to keep in check the Slavic nationalities living under Austrian rule. In conse- 
quence, these Slavic nationalities tended to be at best indifferent to the for- 
eign policies of their own government and at worst to support actively the 
policies of Slavic governments directed against their own. Thus it is not sur- 
prising that during the First World War whole Slavic units of the Austro- 
Hungarian army went over to the Russians. The government dared to use 
other such units only against non-Slavic enemies, such as the Italians. For 
similar reasons, during the First World War the German army used Alsatian 
units against the Russians, and Polish units against the French. 

The Soviet Union had a similar experience of lack of morale during the 
Second World War when large contingents composed in the main of Ukrai- 
nians and Tartars deserted to the Germans. Great Britain had the same ex- 
perience with India, whose national energies supported but unwillingly and. 
with reservations the foreign policies of its alien master—if they did not, like 
Bose and his followers during the Second World War, come to the assistance 
of the alien master’s enemy. Napoleon and Hitler had to learn to their dismay 
that among the spoils of foreign conquest popular support of the conqueror’s 
policies is not necessarily to be found. The amount and strength of the sup- 
port Hitler, for instance, found among the conquered peoples of Europe was 
in inverse ratio to the quality of the national morale of the particular people. 

Any country with deep and unbridgeable class divisions will find its na- 
tional morale in a precarious state. French power ever since the thirties has 
suffered from this weakness. From the time of Hitler’s ascent to power, the 
vacillating foreign policies of the French governments, following each other 
in rapid succession and concealing their impotence behind the ideologies of a 
status quo they were unwilling and incapable of defending, has already weak- 
ened the national morale of the French people as a whole. The crises of 1938— 
39, with the ever renewed threat of war and general mobilizations to meet it, 
followed by Hitler's successes, demobilizations, and an increasingly precar- 
ious peace, had contributed powerfully to the general decay of French mo- 
rale. While there was decay everywhere, there was actual collapse only in 
two important sectors of French society. On the one hand, faced with social 
legislation limiting their powers, considerable groups of the French upper 
classes. rallied to the cry: “Rather Hitler (the enemy dictator) then Blum (the 
French Socialist)!” Although Hitler threatened the position of France in Eu- 
rope and its very existence as a nation, these groups were unable to give 
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wholehearted support to the French foreign policy opposing Hitler. After the 
conquest of France they favored the domination of France by Hitler rather 
than its liberation from the foreign dictator. On the other hand, the Com- 
munists, for different reasons, undermined the national morale of France so 
long as Hitler fought only the capitalists of the West. It was only after he had 
attacked the Soviet Union that they contributed new strength to French na- 
tional morale by fighting in the forefront of the resistance against the invader. 

However unpredictable the quality of national morale, especially at a mo- 
ment of great crisis, there are obvious situations where national morale is 
likely to be high, while under certain different conditions the odds are in 
favor of a low state of national morale. One can say, in general, that the more 
closely identified a people are with the actions and objectives of their govern- 
ment—especially, of course, in foreign affairs—the better are the chances for 
national morale to be high, and vice versa. Thus it can surprise only those 
who mistakenly think of the modern totalitarian state in terms of the autocra- 
cies of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that in Nazi Germany national 
morale was high almost to the last. It declined slowly rather than breaking in 
‘one sudden collapse as it did in November 1918. The great bulk of the Rus- 
sian people, despite the greatest hardships in war and peace, have consis- 
tently shown a high degree of national morale. 

The modern totalitarian state has been able to fill the gap between gov- 
ernment and people, a gap that was typical of the monarchies of the eigh- 
teenth and nineteenth centuries, through the use of democratic symbols, to- 
talitarian control of public opinion, and policies actually or seemingly 
benefiting the people. Practically all national energies flow into the channels 
chosen by the government, and the identification of the individual with the 
state, which we have recognized as one of the characteristics of modern poli- 
tics,* reaches under the stimulation of totalitarianism the intensity of religious 
fervor. Therefore, so long as totalitarian governments are or seem to be suc- 
cessful, or can at least hold out hope for success, they can count upon the 
determined support of their peoples for the foreign policies they pursue. 

What totalitarianism can achieve only by force, fraud, and deification of 
‘the state, democracy must try to accomplish through the free interplay of 
popular forces, guided by a wise and responsible government. Where the 
government is unable to prevent the degeneration of this interplay into class, 
racial, or religious conflicts, tending to split the national community into war- 
ring groups, national morale is likely to be low, at least among the victimized 
groups if not among the people as a whole. The policies of France before and 
during the Second World War illustrate this point. So does the weakness of 
the foreign policies in peace and war of countries where feudal aristocracies 
or autocratic dictators control the government and oppress the people. The 
governments of such nations can never choose and pursue their foreign objec- 





®See pages 118 ff. 
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tives with any degree of determination, even at the risk of war, because they 
can never be sure of the support of their peoples. They constantly fear lest 
the domestic opposition exploit difficulties and reverses in the international 
field for the purpose of overthrowing the regime. Where, however, a govern- 
ment speaks as the mouthpiece, and acts as the executor, of the popular will, 
national morale is likely to reflect the real identity between popular aspira- 
tions and governmental actions. The national morale of Denmark under the 
German occupation from 1940 to the end of the Second World War illustrates 
this point no less strikingly than did the national morale of Germany until the 
defeat at Stalingrad. 

In the last analysis, then, the power of a nation, in view of its national 
morale, resides in the quality of its government. A government that is truly 
representative, not only in the sense of parliamentary majorities, but above 
all in the sense of being able to translate the inarticulate convictions and as- 
pirations of the people into international objectives and policies, has the best 
chance to marshal the national energies in support of those objectives and 
policies. The adage that free men fight better than slaves can be amplified 
into the proposition that nations well governed are likely to have a higher 
national morale than nations poorly governed. The quality of government is 
patently a source of strength or weakness with respect to most of the factors 
upon which national power depends, especially in view of the influence the 
government exerts upon natural resources, industrial capacity, and military 
preparedness. For the quality of national morale, the quality of government 
takes on a special importance. Whereas it operates upon the other elements 
of national power as one among several influences, all more or less manage- 
able by human action, it is the only tangible factor among intangibles which 
accounts for the quality of national morale. Without national morale, national 
power is either nothing but material force or else a potentiality that awaits its 
realization in vain. Yet the only means of deliberately improving national mo- 
rale lies in the improvement of the quality of government. All else is a matter 
of chance. 


THE QUALITY OF DIPLOMACY® 


Of all the factors that make for the power of a nation, the most important, 
however unstable, is the quality of diplomacy. All the other factors that de- 
termine national power are, as it were, the raw material out of which the 
power of a nation is fashioned. The quality of a nation’s diplomacy combines 
those different factors into an integrated whole, gives them direction and 
weight, and awakens their slumbering potentialities by giving them the 





“By the term “diplomacy,” as used in the following pages, we refer to the formation and 
execution of foreign policy on all levels, the highest as well as the subordinate. On the subject 
matter discussed here, see also Part Ten. 
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breath of actual power. The conduct of a nation’s foreign affairs by its diplo- 
mats is for national power in peace what military strategy and tactics by its 
military leaders are for national power in war. It is the art of bringing the 
different elements of the national power to bear with maximum effect upon 
those points in the international situation which concern the national interest 
most directly. 

Diplomacy, one might say, is the brains of national power, as national 
morale is its soul. If its vision is blurred, its judgment defective, and its 
determination feeble, all the advantages of geographical location, of self- 
sufficiency in food, raw materials, and industrial production, of military pre- 
paredness, of size and quality of population will in the long run avail a nation 
little. A nation that can boast of all these advantages, but not of a diplomacy 
commensurate with them, may achieve temporary successes through the 
sheer weight of its natural assets. In the long run, it is likely to squander the 
natural assets by activating them incompletely, haltingly, and wastefully for 
the nation’s international objectives. 

In the long run, such a nation must yield to one whose diplomacy is 
‘ prepared to make the most of whatever other elements of power are at its 
disposal, thus making up through its own excellence for deficiencies in other 
fields. By using the power potentialities of a nation to best advantage, a com- 
petent diplomacy can increase the power of a nation beyond what one would 
expect it to be in view of all the other factors combined. Often in history the 
Goliath without brains or soul has been smitten and slain by the David who 
had both. Diplomacy of high quality will bring the ends and means of foreign 
policy into harmony with the available resources of national power. It will tap 
the hidden sources of national strength and transform them fully and securely 
into political realities. By giving direction to the national effort, it will in turn 
increase the independent weight of certain factors, such as industrial poten- 
tial, military preparedness, national character, and morale. It is for this reason 
that national power is apt to rise to its height fulfilling all its potentialities, 
particularly in times of war, when ends and means of policy are clearly laid 
out. 

The United States, in the period between the two world wars, furnishes 
a striking example of a potentially powerful nation playing a minor role in 
world affairs because its foreign policy refused to bring the full weight of its 
potential strength to bear upon international problems. As far as the power of 
the United States on the international scene was concerned, the advantages 
of geography, natural resources, industrial potential, and size and quality of 
population might as well have not existed at all, for American diplomacy pro- 
ceeded as though they did not exist. 

The transformation American foreign policy has undergone since the end 
of the Second World War seemed to have answered definitively the question 
whether, and to what extent, American diplomacy is willing and able to trans- 
form the potentialities of national power into political actualities. Yet at the 
beginning of that period, in an article significantly entitled, “Imperialism or 
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Indifference,” the London Economist still doubted the answer. After enum- 
erating the factors that, taken by themselves, would make the United States 
the most powerful nation on earth, the Economist continued: 


But though these things are essential ingredients, they are not all that it takes to 
make a Great Power. There must also be the willingness, and the ability, to use 
economic resources in support of national policy. The rulers of Soviet Russia. . . 
are not likely, at least for a generation to come, to have nearly as good cards in 
their hands as the Americans. But the nature of their system of concentrated 
power and iron censorship enables them to play a forcing game. The Americans’ 
hand is all trumps; but will any of them ever be played? And for what purpose?! 


The classic example of a country that, while in other respects hopelessly 
outclassed, returned to the heights of power chiefly by virtue of its brilliant 
diplomacy is France in the period from 1890 to 1914. After is defeat in 1870 
at the hands of Germany, France was a second-rate power, and Bismarck’s 
statecraft, by isolating it, kept it in that position. With Bismarck’s dismissal in 
1890, Germany's foreign policy turned away from Russia and was unwilling to 
alleviate Great Britain's suspicion. French diplomacy took full advantage of 
those mistakes of German foreign policy. In 1894, France added a military 
alliance to the political understanding reached with Russia in 1891; in 1904 
and 1912, it entered into informal agreements with Great Britain. The config- 
uration of 1914, which found France aided by potent allies and Germany de- 
serted by one (Italy) and burdened with the weakness of the others (Austria- 
Hungary, Bulgaria, Turkey) was in the main the work of a galaxy of brilliant 
French diplomatists: Camille Barrére, Ambassador to Italy, Jules Cambon, 
Ambassador to Germany, Paul Cambon, Ambassador to Great Britain, Maur- 
ice Paléologue, Ambassador to Russia. 

In the period between the two world wars, Rumania owed its ability to 
play a role in international affairs much superior to its actual resources chief.y 
to the personality of one man, its Foreign Minister Titulescu. Similarly, so 
small and precariously located a country as Belgium owed a great deal of the 
power it was able to exercise during the nineteenth century to two shrewd 
and active kings, Leopold I and Leopold II. Spanish diplomacy in the seven- 
teenth, and Turkish diplomacy in the nineteenth century were able for a time 
to compensate for the decline of national power in other respects. The ups 
and downs of British power are closely connected with changes in the quality 
of British diplomacy. Cardinal Wolsey, Castlereagh, and Canning signify the 
summits of British diplomacy as well as of British power, while Lord North 
and Neville Chamberlain stand for the decline of both. What would the power 
of France have been without the statecraft of Richelieu, Mazarin, and Tal- 
leyrand? What would Germany’s power have been without Bismarck? Italy's 
without Cavour? And what did the power of the young American republic not 
owe to Franklin, Jefferson, Madison, Jay, the Adamses, its ambassadors and 
secretaries of state? 


‘Economist, May 24, 1947, p. 785. (Reprinted by permission.) _ 
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Nations must rely upon the quality of their diplomacy to act as a catalyst 
for the different factors that constitute their power. In other words, these 
different factors, as they are brought to bear upon an international problem 
by diplomacy, are what is called a nation’s power. Therefore it is of the utmost 
importance that the good quality of the diplomatic service be constant. And 
constant quality is best assured by dependence upon tradition and institutions 
rather than upon the sporadic appearance of outstanding individuals. It is to 
tradition that Great Britain owes the relative constancy of its power from 
Henry VIII to the First World War. Whatever the whims and shortcomings 
of its kings and ministers may have been, the traditions of its ruling class and, 
in recent times, its professional foreign service were able, a few notable ex- 
ceptions notwithstanding, to mold the prerequisites of national power, with 
which Great Britain was endowed, into the greatness of its actual power. It is 
no accident that when, due to the diplomacy of Stanley Baldwin and Neville 
Chamberlain, British power reached its lowest point in centuries, the profes- 
sionals of the Foreign Office had little influence upon the conduct of British 
foreign policy, and that the two men mainly responsible for it were, in terms 
of family tradition, businessmen and newcomers to the aristocracy that for 
centuries had ruled Great Britain. In Winston Ch , the scion of a ruling 
family, the aristocratic traditions were again brought to bear upon the national 
power of Great Britain. Today the institutional excellence of the British for- 
eign service reveals itself in the skill with which Great Britain has brought its 
commitments all over the world into harmony wih the reduced resources of 
its national power. 

On the other hand, Germany owed its power to the demoniac genius of 
two men, Bismarck and Hitler. Since Bismarck’s personality and policies 
made it impossible for traditions and institutions to develop that might have 
been able to perpetuate the intelligent conduct of Germany’s foreign policy, 
his disappearance from the political scene in 1890 was the signal for a deep 
and permanent drop in the quality of German diplomacy. The consequent 
deterioration of Germany’s international position culminated in the military 
predicament with which the First World War confronted it. In the case of 
' Hitler, the strength and weakness of German diplomacy lay in the mind of 
the Fihrer himself. The victories German diplomacy won from 1933 to 1940 
were the victories:of one man’s mind, and the deterioration of that mind was 
a direct cause of the disasters that marked the last years of the Nazi regime. 
The national suicide of Germany in the last months of the Second World War, 
when military resistance had become a futile gesture paid for in hundreds of 
thousands of lives and the ruin of cities, and Hitler's suicide in the last stage 
of the war—the self-extinction, in other words, of Germany’s national power 
and of the life of its leader—were both the work of one man. That man was 
unfettered by those traditions and institutional safeguards by which healthy 
political systems try to provide for continuity in the quality of diplomacy and 
thus tend to inhibit the spectacular successes of genius as well as the abysmal 
blunders of madmen. 

So far as continuity in the quality of the conduct of foreign affairs is con- 
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cerned, the United States stands between the continuous high quality of Brit- 
ish diplomacy and the traditional low quality, interrupted by short-lived 
triumphs, of German foreign policy. With an unchallengeable superiority in 
material and human resources at its disposal, American diplomacy in the 
Western Hemisphere could not fail to be successful in some measure, regard- 
less of the quality of its foreign policy. The same has been true to a lesser 
degree in the relations between the United States and the rest of the world. 
The “big stick” in the form of the material superiority of the United States 
spoke its own language, regardless of whether American diplomacy spoke in 
a soft or loud voice, in articulate or confused terms, with or without a clearly 
conceived purpose. The brilliance of the first decades of American diplomacy 
was followed by a long period of mediocrity, if not ineptitude, interrupted 
under the impact of great crises by three brief periods of great achievements 
under Woodrow Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Harry Truman. While 
American diplomacy was thus lacking in the institutional excellence of the 
British, it had the benefit of material conditions that even poor statecraft 
could hardly dissipate. Furthermore, it could draw upon a national tradition, 
formulated in Washington’s Farewell Address and, more particularly, in the 
Monroe Doctrine. The guidance of this tradition would protect a poor diplo- 
macy from catastrophic blunders and make a mediocre diplomacy look better 
than it actually was. Unanswered is the question whether such a tradition can 
save American diplomacy from a crusading ideological approach. 


THE QUALITY OF GOVERNMENT 


The best conceived and most expertly executed foreign policy, drawing upon. 
an abundance of material and human resources, must come to naught if it 
cannot draw also upon good government. Good government, viewed as an 
independent requirement of national power,” means three things: balance be- 
tween, on the one hand, the material and human resources that go into the 
making of national power and, on the other, the foreign policy to be pursued; 
balance among those resources; and popular support for the foreign policies 
to be pursued. 


The Problem of Balance Between Resources and Policy 


Good government, then, must start by performing two different intellectual 
operations. First, it must choose the objectives and methods of its foreign 
policy in view of the power available to support them with a maximum chance 
of success. A nation that sets its sights too low, forgoing foreign policies well 


2We have already spoken of the quality of government as a requirement of national morale; 
see pages 155 ff. 
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within the reach of its power, abdicates its rightful role in the council of na- 
tions; the United States fell into that error in the interwar period. A nation 
may also set its sights too high and pursue policies that cannot be successfully 
executed with the available power; this was the error which the United States 
committed during the peace negotiations in 1919. As Lloyd George put it: 
“The Americans appeared to assume responsibility for the sole guardianship 
of the Ten Commandments and for the Sermon on the Mount; yet, when it 
came to a practical question of assistance and responsibility, they absolutely 
refused to accept it.” A nation may try to play the role of a great power 
without having the prerequisites for doing so, and will court disaster, as Po- 
land did in the interwar period. Or, being a great power, it may embark upon 
a policy of unlimited conquest, overtaxing its strength; the unsuccessful 
world-conquerors, from Alexander to Hitler, illustrate that point. 

Thus the national power available determines the limits of foreign policy. 
There is only one exception to that rule, and that is when the very existence 
of the nation is at stake. Then the policy of national survival overrides the 
rational considerations of national power, and the emergency reverses the 
normal relationship between policy and considerations of power, establishing 
the primacy of the former. A nation is then called upon to subordinate all 
other interests to that of survival and to make a national effort that rationally 
could not have been expected of it. This is what Great Britain did in the fall 
and winter of 1940—41. 


The Problem of Balance Among Resources 


Once a government has brought its foreign policy into balance with the power 
available to it, it must bring the different elements of national power into 
balance with each other. A nation does not necessarily attain the maximum of 
national power because it is very rich in natural resources, possesses a very 
large population, or has built an enormous industrial and military establish- 
ment. It attains that maximum when it has at its disposal a sufficient quantity 
and quality, in the right admixture, of those resources of power which will 
‘ allow it to pursue a given foreign policy with a maximum chance of success. 
Great Britain, when it was at the summit of its power, was deficient in many 
of the elements of national power, such as natural resources, size of popula- 
tion, and ground troops. Yet it had developed to unchallengeable supremacy 
that one element of national power, the navy, which was a perfect instrument 
for the British policy of overseas expansion, and at the same time assured the 
uninterrupted flow from abroad of those raw materials and foodstuffs without 
which Great Britain could not have survived. In view of this policy, of the 
available natural resources, and of the geographic location, a large population 
and a standing army would have been for Great Britain a handicap rather than 
an asset. On the other hand, had Great Britain continued to pursue a policy 
of continental expansion, as it did during the better part of the Middle Ages, 
it would have been in need of both. 
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A large population is a source of weakness rather than of strength, as the 
example of India has shown us,’ if it cannot be adequately fed with the avail- 
able resources. The hasty building of great industrial and military establish- 
ments by totalitarian methods creates certain elements of national power, but 
in its very process destroys others, such as national morale and the physical 
resilience of the population; the developments in the Soviet satellites of East- 
ern Europe are a case in point. To plan for a military establishment that is 
too big to be supported by the available industrial capacity, and hence can be 
built and maintained only at the price of galloping inflation, economic crisis, 
and deterioration of morale, is to plan for national weakness rather than for 
power. In a national emergency, when the very existence of the nation is at 
stake, the American government, for instance, can and must offer the people _ 
guns instead of butter; if it cannot make a case for such an emergency, it must 
strike a balance between military and civilian requirements by allocating a fair 
share of the economic product for civilian consumption. Another government, 
such as the Chinese or Korean, might not need to take such considerations of 
civilian welfare into account. In other words, a government in its building of 
national power cannot be oblivious to the character of the nation it governs. 
One nation will revolt against hardships that another nation will take patiently 
in its stride, and sometimes a nation will surprise the world and itself by the 
sacrifices it willingly makes for the defense of its interests and its existence. 


The Problem of Popular Support 


A contemporary government, especially one subject to democratic control, 
has only performed part of its task when it has established the two types of 
balances which we have discussed above. Another task, perhaps the most 
difficult of all, still lies ahead of it. It must secure the approval of its own 
people for its foreign policies and the domestic ones designed to mobilize the 
elements of national power in support of them. That task is difficult because 
the conditions under which popular support can be obtained for a foreign 
policy are not necessarily identical with the conditions under which a foreign 
policy can be successfully pursued. As Tocqueville put it, with special refer- 
ence to the United States: 


Foreign politics demand scarcely any of those qualities which are peculiar to a 
democracy; they require, on the contrary, the perfect use of almost all those in 
which it is deficient. Democracy is favorable to the increase of the internal re- 
sources of a state; it diffuses wealth and comfort, promotes public spirit, and 
fortifies the respect for law in all classes of society: all these are advantages which 
have only an indirect influence over the relations which one people bears to 
another. But a democracy can only with great difficulty regulate the details of an 
important undertaking, persevere in a fixed design, and work out its execution in 


*See pages 130, 131. 
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spite of serious obstacles. It cannot combine its measures with secrecy or await 
their consequences with patience. . . . 

The propensity that induces democracies to obey impulse rather than pru- 
dence, and to abandon mature design for the gratification of a momentary pas- 
sion, was clearly seen in America on the breaking out of the French Revolution. 
It was then as evident to the simplest capacity as it is at the present time that 
the interest of the Americans forbade them to take any part in the contest which 
was about to deluge Europe with blood, but which could not injure their own 
country. But the sympathies of the people declared themselves with so much 
violence in favor of France that nothing but the inflexible character of Washing- 
ton and the immense popularity which he enjoyed could have prevented the 
Americans from declaring war against England. And even then, the exertions 
which the austere reason of that great man made to repress the generous but 
imprudent passions of his fellow citizens nearly deprived him of the sole recom- 
pense which he ever claimed, that of his country's love. The majority reprobated 
his policy, but it was afterwards approved by the whole nation.‘ 


Thinking required for the successful conduct of foreign policy can be dia- 
metrically opposed to the rhetoric and action by which the masses and their 
representatives are likely to be moved. The peculiar qualities of the states- 
man's mind are not always likely to find a favorable response in the popular 
mind. The statesman must think in terms of the national interest, conceived 
as power among other powers. The popular mind, unaware of the fine dis- 
tinctions of the statesman’s thinking, reasons more often than not in the sim- 
ple moralistic and legalistic terms of absolute good and absolute evil. The 
statesman must take the long view, proceeding slowly and by detours, paying 
with small losses for great advantage; he must be able to temporize, to com- 
promise, to bide his time. The popular mind wants quick results; it will sac- 
rifice tomorrow's real benefit for today’s apparent advantage. 

If Tocqueville’s point is well taken, the kind of thinking required for the 
successful conduct of foreign policy will at times be opposed to considerations 
by which people are moved. A foreign policy that is passionately and over- 
whelmingly supported by public opinion cannot be assumed for that reason 
alone to be good foreign policy. On the contrary, the harmony between for- 
eign policy and public opinion may well have been achieved at the price of 
surrendering the principles of good foreign policy to the unsound preferences 
of public opinion. 

In the American case these inherent difficulties are aggravated by the 
fact that the United States is almost continuously recovering from the last 
elections or preparing for the next one. Especially in the latter case, the 
temptation is overwhelming for an administration to seek to gain electoral 
advantage by catering to the preferences of public opinion, regardless of for- 
eign policy. Thus one requirement of the statesman’s art is to steer a middle 


eee 
*Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1945), Vol. I, 
pp. 234-5. 
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course between respect for the perennial principles of sound foreign policy 
and the fickle preferences of public opinion. 

These considerations shed an illuminating light upon the apparent para- 
dox of President Jimmy Carter, who emerged from the Democratic primaries 
in 1980 as virtually unbeatable in his appeal to the electorate, yet under his 
leadership the United States had suffered a string of humiliating defeats in its 
relations with other nations. The most spectacular of these defeats was the 
continuing captivity of fifty hostages in Iran. By foreswearing from the outset 
any form of violence in response to this outrage, Carter deprived himself of 
any leverage against Iran. The disadvantages he was able to threaten Iran 
with, primarily economic sanctions, were bound to be ineffective. The advan- 
tages he could offer (such as economic and military aid) did not outweigh, in . 
the eyes of the Iranians, the risks and liabilities American largesse would 
entail. Thus the United States stood helpless—in a situation which in most 
other periods of American history would have called forth swift action to settle 
the issue, even at the risk of some American lives. 

But the President, by putting the emphasis on saving American lives by 
peaceful means, hit upon a sympathetic chord in American public opinion. 
Carter did what Wilson had allegedly done before: “He kept us out of war.” 
He did so without abandoning the most visible and sentimental American 
objective: saving those fifty American lives. It apparently did not occur to 
public opinion or to the President that the leader responsible for American 
foreign policy has a duty not only to preserve lives, but also to preserve the 
long-term interests of the nation. 

The same mixture of rhetorical commitment and political inaction has 
secured public support for our policies toward the Soviet Union and assured 
their ineffectiveness at the same time. Regardless of one's interpretation of 
the significance of the Soviet military takeover of Afghanistan, the belligerent 
verbal reaction of the President was out of all proportion to the actual mea- 
sures taken in response to that takeover. 

Yet while that belligerence may have surprised the Russians, the absence 
of action commensurate with that rhetoric did nothing to induce a change in 
their policies. The Russians will go as far as they can without provoking the 
United States into a nuclear confrontation. Positive cases in point are the 
Cuban missile crisis and the successive Berlin crises; a negative confirmation 
of this thesis is the continuing military occupation of Afghanistan. 

However, the President’s belligerent stance appeared to be a great suc- 
cess in domestic politics. The President who had declared his intention to 
make the protection and promotion of human rights the cornerstone of his 
foreign policy spoke to the Soviet Union in the language of John Foster 
Dulles. Public-opinion polls registered overwhelming popular approval: once 
again, a futile foreign policy was compensated for by domestic triumph. Here, 
however, Mr. Carter encountered another dilemma, superimposed upon the 
one between foreign policy and domestic politics. It evolved from the rational 
unacceptability of nuclear confrontation. 
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The need of great powers to defend and promote their interests by the 
use of force as a last resort implies in the case of the United States and the 
Soviet Union the possibility of using nuclear weapons as an instrument of 
force. Yet the use of nuclear weapons not as a single, isolated demonstration, 
as at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but as normal instruments of warfare would 
mean the destruction of all the belligerents as viable societies. Nuclear weap- 
ons thus used—in contrast to conventional weapons—would not be a rational 
means to the rational ends of foreign policy, but instruments of desperation 
denoting suicide and genocide. This was the second fundamental dilemma 
Carter faced. 

The anarchic character of the international system forced him, following 
a convention coterminous with history, to contemplate resort to physical vio- 
lence as the ultimate factor in the settlement of international issues. Yet the 
irrationality of the all-out use of such violence made him shrink from the use 
even of conventional violence lest it might escalate into nuclear war. Thus in 
an international crisis today the President acts with utmost caution, if he acts 
at all, and he compensates for the lack of effective action with belligerent talk. 
In this tendency, President Carter did not stand alone. 

Popular support is the precondition of the President's stewardship of for- 
eign policy. The creation of a public opinion supporting him, even at the 
sacrifice of some elements of foreign policy, is a task which a President can 
only shun at the risk of losing office and, with it, his ability to pursue any 
foreign policy at all. The question to which Carter's conduct gave rise con- 
cerned not the need of a compromise between the requirements of a sound 
foreign policy and the demands of public opinion, but the point at which the 
compromise was to be made. Aside from faulting him for ignorance and in- 
competence, the critics maintained that he surrendered too many principles 
of a sound foreign policy to the demands of public opinion. The issue was not 
whether the President ought to pursue the national interest regardless of the 
possibility of nuclear war, but where to draw the line between concern for 
the national interest and fear of nuclear war. The question was whether 
Carter, in his anxiety to stay as far away as possible from nuclear war, had not 
needlessly sacrificed important national interests. 

Confronted with this dilemma between a good foreign policy and a bad 
one that public opinion demands, a government must avoid two pitfalls. It 
must resist the temptation to sacrifice what it considers good policy upon the 
altar of public opinion, abdicating leadership and exchanging short-lived po- 
litical advantage for the permanent interests of the country. It must also avoid 
widening the unavoidable gap between the requirements of good foreign pol- 
icy and the preferences of public opinion. It widens that gap if, shunning 
tolerable compromise with the preferences of public opinion, it sticks in every 
detail to a foreign policy it considers to be right, and sacrifices public support 
to the stubborn pursuit of that policy. 

Instead, the govenment, to be successful in its foreign and domestic pol- 
icies alike, must comply with three basic requirements. It must recognize that 
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the conflict between the requirements of good foreign policy and the prefer- 
ences of public opinion is in the nature of things and, hence, unavoidable, 
and that it can perhaps be narrowed, but it can never be bridged, by conces- 
sions to the domestic opposition. Second, the government must realize that it 
is the leader and not the slave of public opinion; that public opinion is not a 
static thing to be discovered and classified by public-opinion polls as plants 
are by botanists, but that it is a dynamic, ever changing entity to be contin- 
uously created and recreated by informed and responsible leadership; that it 
is the historic mission of the government to assert that leadership lest it be 
the demagogue who asserts it.> Third, it must distinguish between what is 
desirable in its foreign policy and what is essential, and while it may be will- 
ing to compromise with public opinion on nonessentials, it must fight, even 
at the risk of its own fortunes, for what it regards to be the irreducible mini- 
mum of good foreign policy. 

A government may have a correct understanding of the requirements of 
foreign policy and of the domestic politics to support them, but if it fails in 
marshaling public opinion behind these policies, its labors will be in vain, and 
all the other assets of national power of which the nation can boast will not 
be used to best advantage. Of this truth the policies of contemporary demo- 
cratic _fovernments, including those of the United States, offer abundant 
proof. 


Domestic Government and Foreign Policy 


It is not enough, however, for a government to marshal national public opin- 
ion behind its foreign policies. It must also gain the support of the public 
opinion of other nations for its foreign and domestic policies. This require- 
ment is a reflection of the changes that have occurred in recent times in the | 
character of foreign policy. As shall be shown later in greater detail,’ foreign 
policy is being pursued in our time not only with the traditional weapons of 
diplomacy and military might, but also with the novel weapon of propaganda. 
For the struggle for power on the international scene is today not only a 
struggle for military supremacy and political domination, but in a specific 


"Lord Norwich, who as Mr. Duff Cooper occupied in the interwar period important cabinet 
posts and other government positions, puts his finger on the common misunderstanding of public 
opinion and the government's relation to it when he says in his memoirs (Old Men Forget [Lon- 
don: Hart-Davis, 1953]) of Neville Chamberlain: “The Prime Minister's main mistake seems to 
me to be two. He believes public opinion is what the “Times” tells him it is—and he believes 
Conservative opinion is what the Chief Whip says it is.” Unfortunately, this passive acceptance 
of what somebody says public opinion wants has become—and not only in the England of the 
interwar period—one of the main obstacles to good foreign policy. 

This theme has been elaborated in Hans J. Morgenthau, “The Conduct of Foreign Policy,” 
Aspects of American Government, Sydney Bailey, editor (London: The Hansard Society, 1950), 
pp. 90 ff.; and In Defense of the National Interest (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951; Washington, 
D.C.: University Press of America, 1982), pp. 221 ff. 

"See pages 352 ff. 
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sense a struggle for the minds of men. The power of a nation, then, depends 
not only upon the skill of its diplomacy and the strength of its armed forces 
but also upon the attractiveness for other nations of its political philosophy, 
political institutions, and political policies. This is true in particular of the 
United States and the Soviet Union, who compete with each other not only 
as the two political and military superpowers but also as the foremost repre- 
sentatives of two different political philosophies, systems of government, and 
ways of life. 

Thus whatever these superpowers—and this is true also, in a lesser de- 
gree, of other nations—do or do not do, achieve or fail to achieve, in their 
domestic and foreign policies has a direct bearing upon their standing as these 
representatives and, hence, upon their power. A nation, for instance, that 
embarked upon a policy of racial discrimination could not help losing the 
struggle for the minds of the colored nations of the earth. An underdeveloped 
nation that could increase in a spectacular fashion the health, literacy, and 
standard of living of its people would thereby have achieved a considerable 
increase in its power in other underdeveloped regions of the world. 

At this point, then, as at others to be mentioned later,® the traditional 
distinction between foreign and domestic policies tends to break down. One 
might almost be tempted to say that there are no longer any purely domestic 
affairs, for whatever a nation does or does not do is held for or against it as a 
reflection of its political philosophy, system of government, and way of life. A 
domestic achievement that is intelligible to other nations in terms of their 
aspirations cannot fail to increase the power of the nation; a domestic failure, 
equally intelligible, is bound to decrease it. 


"See pages 351 ff. 
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THE TASK OF EVALUATION 


It is the task of those responsible for the foreign policy of a nation and of 
those who mold public opinion with regard to international affairs to evaluate 
correctly the bearing of these factors upon the power of their own nation and 
of other nations as well, and this task must be performed for both the present 
and the future. What is the influence of the unification of the armed services 
upon the quality of the military establishment of the United States? What 
effect will the use of nuclear energy have upon the industrial capacity of the 
United States and of other nations? How will the industrial capacity, military 
strength, and national morale of China develop after Deng’s death? How has 
the hostility of China and Pakistan influenced the national morale of India? 
What is the significance of the revival of a German army for the national 
power of Germany? Has reeducation changed the national character of Ger- 
many and Japan? How has the national character of the people of Argentina 
reacted upon the political philosophies, methods, and objectives of successive 
military and civilian regimes? In what ways does the advancement of the Rus- 
sian sphere of influence to the Elbe River affect the geographical position of 
the Soviet Union? Will this or that reorganization or change in the personnel 
of the State Department strengthen or weaken the quality of American diplo- 
macy? These are some of the questions which must be answered correctly if 
a nation’s foreign policy is to be successful. 

Yet these questions referring to changes in one particular factor are not 
the most difficult to answer. There are others which concern the influence of 
changes in one factor upon other factors, and here the difficulties increase and 
the pitfalls multiply. What is, for instance, the import of the modern technol- 
ogy of warfare for the geographical position of the United States? How, in 
other words, do guided missiles and supersonic planes affect the geographical 
isolation of the United States from other continents? To what degree will the 
United States lose, and to what degree will it retain, its traditional inviolabil- 
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ity to overseas attack? What do the same technological developments mean in 
view of the geography of Russian territory? To what extent have these factors 
reduced the protective function of the wide expanses of the Russian plains? 
And what, in this context, of the protection the Channel has afforded Great 
Britain since the beginning of British history? What will the industrialization 
of Brazil, China, and India signify for the military strength of these countries? 
What is the relative importance of the American army, navy, and air force in 
view of changes in the technology of warfare? What does the anticipated rate 
of increase of the American population in the next two decades and the more 
rapid increase of the populations of Latin America, India, and China portend 
for the industrial capacity and military strength of the respective nations? 
How will fluctuations in industrial production affect the national morale of the 
United States, the Soviet Union, Germany, Great Britain, and France? Will 
the British national character preserve its traditional qualities under the im- 
pact of the fundamental changes which the industrial capacity, the economic 
organization, the military strength, and the geographical isolation of Great 
Britain are undergoing? 

The task of the analyst of national power does not, however, stop here. 
He must yet try to answer another group of questions of a still higher order 
of difficulty. These questions concern the comparison of one power factor in 
one nation with the same or another power factor in another nation. In other 
words, they concern the relative weight of changes in the individual compo- 
nents of the power of different nations for the over-all power relations of these 
different nations. If one considers, for instance, the relative power of the 
United States and the Soviet Union at a particular moment, let us say in 1985, 
the question arises of how the different power factors on either side add up 
and to which side, and in what respects, they give a superiority in power. To 
what extent does the quantitatively and qualitatively superior industrial ca- 
pacity of the United States compensate for the probable inferiority of its land 
forces? What are the respective strengths and weaknesses of the highly con- 
centrated American industrial and population centers, with their great vul- 
nerability to air attack and their great ease of communication, and of the dis- 
persed Russian centers, partly secret in location and character, yet faced with 
great difficulties in transportation? What power does the Soviet Union derive 
from the exposure of Western Europe to ideological and military penetration 
from the East? What weakness does it suffer from its exposure to air and naval 
attack from the Pacific? What is the significance, in terms of the respective 
power positions, of the pluralistic operation in the United States of groups 
subservient to Soviet foreign policy, and of the enforced homogeneity of So- 
viet public opinion? What is the impact upon the national power of the 
United States of a democratic form of government and of a nontotalitarian 
economic system in comparison with the totalitarian political and economic 
organization of the Soviet Union? 

These and similar questions must be asked and answered with regard to 
all nations that play an active role on the international scene. The relative 
influence of the different factors upon national power must be determined 
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with regard to all nations that compete with each other in the field of inter- 
national politics. Thus one ought to know whether France is stronger than 
Italy and in what respects. One ought to know what the assets and liabilities 
in terms of the different power factors of India or China are with respect to 
the Soviet Union, of Japan with regard to the United States, of Argentina 
with regard to Chile, and so on. 

The task of power computation is stil] not completed. In order to gain at 
least an approximately true picture of the distribution of power among several 
nations, the power relations, as they seem to exist at a particular moment in 
history, must be projected into the future. To achieve this it is not enough to 
ask oneself: What are the power relations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union at this moment, and what are they likely to be two years hence? 
Decisions on international matters based upon, and referring to, the power 
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union cannot wait for 
measurements of power every two years. They must be made every day. And 
everyday changes, however small and imperceptible at first, in the factors 
making for national power add an ounce of strength to this side and take a 
grain of might away from the other. 

On the relatively stable foundation of geography the pyramid of national 
power rises through different gradations of instability to its peak in the fleet- 
ing element of national morale. All the factors we have mentioned, with the 
exception of geography, are in constant flux, influencing each other and influ- 
enced in turn by the unforeseeable intervention of nature and man. Together 
they form the stream of national power, rising slowly and then flowing on a 
high level for centuries, as in Great Britain, or rising steeply and falling 
sharply from its crest, as was the case in Germany; or, as in the United States 
and the Soviet Union, rising steeply and facing the uncertainties of the future. 
To chart the course of the stream and of the different currents that compose 
it, and to anticipate the changes in their direction and speed, is the ideal task 
of the observer of international politics. 

It is an ideal task and, hence, incapable of achievement. Even if those 
responsible for the foreign policy of a nation were endowed with superior 
wisdom and unfailing judgment, and could draw upon the most complete and 
reliable sources of information, there would be unknown factors to spoil their 
calculations. They could not foresee such natural catastrophes as famines and 
epidemics, such man-made catastrophes as wars and revolutions, as well as 
inventions and discoveries, the rise and disappearance of intellectual, mili- 
tary, and political leaders, the thoughts and actions of such leaders, not to 
speak of the imponderables of national morale. In short, even the wisest and 
best informed of men would still have to face all the contingencies of history 
and of nature. Actually, however, the assumed perfection in intellect and in- 
formation is never available. Not all the men who inform those who make 
decisions in foreign affairs are well informed, and not all the men who make 
decisions are wise. Thus the task of assessing the relative power of nations for 
the present and for the future resolves itself into a series of hunches, of which 
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some will certainly turn out to be wrong while others may be proved by 
subsequent events to have been correct. The success or failure of a foreign 
policy, in so far as it depends upon such power calculations, is determined by 
the relative importance of the right and wrong hunches made by those re- 
sponsible for a particular foreign policy of a particular nation, as well as by 
those who conduct the foreign affairs of other nations. Sometimes the mis- 
takes in the assessment of power relations committed by one nation are com- 
pensated for by the mistakes committed by another. Thus the success of the 
foreign policy of a nation may be due less to the accuracy of its own calcula- 
tions than to the greater errors of the other side. 


TYPICAL ERRORS OF EVALUATION 


Of all the errors that nations can commit in evaluating their own power and 
the power of other nations, three types are so frequent and illustrate so well 
the intellectual pitfalls and practical risks inherent in such evaluations that 
they deserve some further discussion. The first disregards the relativity of 
power by erecting the power of one particular nation into an absolute. The 
second takes for granted the permanency of a certain factor that has in the 
past played a decisive role, thus overlooking the dynamic change to which 
most power factors are subject. The third attributes to one single factor a 
decisive importance, to the neglect of al] the others. In other words, the first 
error consists in not correlating the power of one nation to the power of other 
nations, the second consists in not correlating actual power at one time to 
possible power at some future time, and the third consists in not correlating 
one power factor to others of the same nation. 


The Absolute Character of Power 


When we refer to the power of a nation by saying that this nation is very 
powerful and that nation is weak, we always imply a comparison. In other 
words, the concept of power is always a relative one. When we say that the 
United States is at present one of the two most powerful nations on earth, 
what we are actually saying is that if we compare the power of the United 
States with the power of all other nations, as they exist at present, we find 
that the United States is more powerful than all others save one. 

It is one of the most elemental and frequent errors in international poli- 
tics to neglect this relative character of power and to deal instead with the 
power of a nation as though it were an absolute. The evaluation of the power 
of France in the period between the two world wars is a case in point. At the 
conclusion of the First World War, France was the most powerful nation on 
earth from a military point of view. France was so regarded up to the very 
moment in 1940 when its actual military weakness became obvious in a crush- 
ing defeat. The newspaper headlines from the beginning of the Second World 
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War in September 1939 to the defeat of France in the summer of 1940 tell 
most eloquently the story of that misjudgment of French military power. Dur- 
ing that period of the so-called phony war the German armies were supposed 
not to dare to attack the French because of the latter’s superior strength, and 
on numerous occasions the French were reported to have broken through the 
German lines. At the root of that misjudgment there was the misconception 
that the military power of France was not relative to the military power of 
other nations, but something absolute. French military strength, taken by 
itself, was at least as great in 1939 as it was in 1919; France was therefore 
believed to be as strong a nation in 1939 as it had been in 1919. 

The fatal error of that evaluation lies in the unawareness of the fact that 
in 1919 France was the strongest military power on earth only in comparison 
with other nations, of which its closest competitor, Germany, was defeated 
and disarmed. The supremacy of France as a military power was, in other 
words, not an intrinsic quality of the French nation which might be ascer- 
tained in the same way in which one might detect the national characteristics 
_ of the French people, their geographic location, and natural resources. That 
supremacy was, on the contrary, the result of a peculiar power configuration; 
that is, of the comparative superiority of France as a military power over the 
other nations. The quality of the French army as such had indeed not de- 
creased between 1919 and 1939. Measured in numbers and quality of troops, 
artillery, airplanes, and staff work, French military power had not deterio- 
rated. Thus even so keen an expert on international affairs as Sir Winston 
Churchill, comparing the French army of the late thirties with the French 
army of 1919, could declare in 1937 that the French army was the only guar- 
antee of international peace. 

He and most of his contemporaries compared the French army of 1937 
with the French army of 1919, which had gained its reputation from compar- 
ison with the German army of the same year, instead of comparing the 
French army of 1937 with the German army of the same year. Such a com- 
parison would have shown that the power configuration of 1919 was reversed 
in the late thirties. While the French military establishment still was essen- 
tially as good as it had been in 1919, Germany's armed forces were now vastly 
superior to the French. What exclusive concern with French armed might— 
as if it were an absolute quality—could not reveal, a comparison of the rela- 
tive military strength of France and Germany might have indicated, and grave 
errors in political and military judgment might thus have been avoided. 

A nation that at a particular moment in history finds itself at the peak of 
its power is particularly exposed to the temptation to forget that all power is 
relative. It is likely to believe that the superiority it has achieved is an abso- 
lute quality to be lost only through stupidity or neglect of duty. A foreign 
policy based on such assumptions runs grave risks, for it overlooks the fact 
that the superior power of that nation is only in part the outgrowth of its own 
qualities, while it is in part the result of the qualities of other nations com- 
pared with its own. 
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The predominance of Great Britain from the end of the Napoleonic Wars 
to the beginning of the Second World War was due mainly to its insular 
protection from attack and its quasi-monopolistic control of the main sea lanes 
of the world. In other words, Great Britain during that period of history had 
in comparison with other nations two advantages no other nation possessed. 
Great Britain's insular location has not changed and its navy is still one of the 
most powerful in the world. But other nations have acquired weapons, such 
as nuclear bombs and guided missiles, that obviate to a considerable extent 
the two advantages from which the power of Great Britain grew. This change 
in the power position of Great Britain sheds light upon the tragic dilemma 
that confronted Neville Chamberlain in the years before the Second World 
War. Chamberlain understood the relativity of Britain’s power. He knew that 
not even victory in war could stop its decline. It was Chamberlain's ironic fate 
that his attempts to avoid war at any price made war inevitable, and that he 
was forced to declare the war he dreaded as the destroyer of British power. 
It is, however, a testimony to the wisdom of British statecraft that since the 
end of the Second World War, British foreign policy has by and large been 
conscious of the decline of British power relative to the power of other na- 
tions. British statesmen have been aware of the fact that while the British 
navy, taken by itself, may be as strong as it was ten years ago and the channel 
is as broad and unruly as it always was, other nations have increased their 
power to such an extent as to deprive those two British assets of much of their 
effectiveness. 


The Permanent Character of Power 


The second typical error impairing the evaluation of national power is related 
to the first one, but proceeds from a different intellectual operation. While it 
may be well aware of the relativity of power, it singles out a particular power 
factor or power relation, basing the estimate upon the assumption that this 
factor or relation is immune to change. 

We have already had occasion to refer to the miscalculation that up to 
1940 saw in France the first military power on earth. Those who held this 
view erected French power as they had experienced it at the end of the First 
World War into a permanent quality of France which seemed impervious to 
historic change, forgetting that the eminence of that power in the twenties 
was the result of comparison and that it would have to be tested by compari- 
son in order to ascertain its quality in 1940. Conversely, when the actual 
weakness of France revealed itself in military defeat, there developed a ten- 
dency in France and elsewhere to expect that weakness to endure. France 
was treated with neglect and disdain as though it were bound to be weak 
forever. 

The evaluation of Russian power has followed a similar pattern, but in 
reverse historical order. From 1917 to the battle of Stalingrad in 1943, the 
Soviet Union was treated as if its weakness at the beginning of the twenties 
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was bound to persist whatever change might occur in other fields. Thus the 
British military mission that was sent to Moscow in the summer of 1939 to 
conclude a military alliance with the Soviet Union, in anticipation of the ap- 
proaching war with Germany, conceived its task with a view of Russian power 
which might have been justified ten or twenty years before. This miscalcula- 
tion was an important element in the mission’s failure. On the other hand, 
immediately after the victory of Stalingrad and under the impact of the Soviet 
Union's aggressive foreign policy, the belief in the permanent invincibility of 
the Soviet Union and in the permanency of its predominance in Europe was 
widely held as a dogma. | 

There is a seemingly ineradicable inclination in our attitude toward the 
Latin-American countries to assume that the unchallengeable superiority of 
the colossus of the North, which has existed since the nations of the Western 
Hemisphere won their independence, was almost a law of nature which pop- 
ulation trends, industrialization, political and military developments might 
modify but could not basically alter. Similarly, since for centuries the political 
history of the world has been determined by members of the white races, 
‘while the colored races were in the main the objects of that history, it is 
difficult for members of all races alike to visualize a situation where the polit- 
ical supremacy of the white races might no longer exist; where, indeed, the 
relation between the races might even be reversed. It is especially the dem- 
onstration of seemingly irresistible military power which exerts a strange fas- 
cination over the minds of those who are given to hasty prophecies rather 
than to cautious analysis. It makes them believe that history has come to a 
standstill, as it were, and that today’s holders of unchallengeable power can- 
not fail to enjoy ‘this power tomorrow and the day after. Thus, when in 1940 
and 1941 the power of Germany was at its peak, it was widely believed that 
German domination of Europe was established forever. When the hidden 
strength of the Soviet Union startled the world in 1943, Stalin was saluted as 
the future master of Europe and Asia. In the postwar years the American 
monopoly of the atomic bomb gave rise to the conception of the “American 

Century,” a world dominion based upon unchallengeable American power. ! 

The root of all those tendencies to believe in the absolute character of 
power or to take the permanency of a particular power configuration for 
granted lies in the contrast between the dynamic, ever changing character of 
the power relations between nations, on the one hand, and the human intel- 
lect's thirst for certainty and security in the form of definite answers, on the 
other. Confronted with the contingencies, ambiguities, and uncertainties of 
the international situation, we search for a definite comprehension of the 
power factors upon which our foreign policy is based. We all find ourselves 


'The most spectacular contemporary victim of the fallacy of the permanent character of power 
is James Burnham. See George Orwell, “Second Thoughts on James Burnham,” Polemic, No. 3, 
May 1946, PP. 13 ff; “James Burnham Rides Again,” Antioch Review, Vol. 7, No. 2, Summer 
1947, pp. 315 ff. 
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in the position of Queen Victoria, who after dismissing Palmerston, whose 
unpredictable moves on the international scene had exasperated her, asked 
her new Prime Minister, John Russell, for “a regular programme embracing 
these different relations with other powers.” The answers we receive are not 
always so wise as the one John Russell gave Queen Victoria. “It is very diffi- 
cult,” he replied, “to lay down any principles from which deviations may not 
frequently be made.”* Yet a misguided public opinion is only too prone to 
blame statesmen for such deviations, deeming compliance with principles, 
without regard for the distribution of power, to be a virtue rather than a vice. 

What the observer of international politics needs in order to reduce to a 
minimum the unavoidable errors in the calculations of power is a creative 
imagination, immune from the fascination that the preponderant power of the 
moment so easily imparts, able to detach itself from the superstition of an 
inevitable trend in history, open to the possibilities for change which the 
dynamics of history entail. A creative imagination of this kind would be ca- 
pable of that supreme intellectual achievement of detecting under the surface 
of present power relations the germinal developments of the future, combin- 
ing the knowledge of what is with the hunch as to what might be, and con- 
densing all these facts, symptoms, and unknowns into a chart of probable 
future trends which is not too much at variance with what actually will 


happen. 


The Fallacy of the Single Factor 


The third typical error in assessing the power of different nations—attributing 
to a single factor an overriding importance, to the detriment of all the oth- 
ers—can best be illustrated in three of its manifestations most consequential 
in modern times: geopolitics, nationalism, and militarism. 


Geopolitics 

Geopolitics is a pseudoscience erecting the factor of geography into an 
absolute that is supposed to determine the power, and hence the fate, of 
nations. Its basic conception is space. Yet, while space is static, the peoples 
living within the spaces of the earth are dynamic. According to geopolitics, it 
is a law of history that peoples must expand by “conquering space,’ or perish, 
and that the relative power of nations is determined by the mutual relation of 
the conquered spaces. This basic conception of geopolitics was first expressed 
in a paper by Sir Halford Mackinder, “The Geographical Pivot of History,” 
read before the Royal Geographical Society in London in 1904. “As we con- 
sider this rapid review of the broader currents of history, does not a certain 
persistence of geographical relationship become evident? Is not the pivot re- 
gion of the world’s politics that vast area of Euro-Asia which is inaccessible to 
ships, but in antiquity lay open to the horse-riding nomads, and is today to 


2Robert W. Seton Watson, Britain in Europe, 1789-1914 (New York: The Macmillan Com- 
pany, 1937), p. 53. - 
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be covered with a network of railways?” This is the “Heartland” of the world 
which stretches from the Volga to the Yangtze and from the Himalayas to the 
Arctic Ocean. “Outside the pivot area, in a great inner crescent, are Ger- 
many, Austria, Turkey, India and China, and in an outer crescent, Britain, 
South Africa, Australia, the United States, Canada and Japan.” The “World- 
Island” is composed of the continents of Europe, Asia, and Africa, around 
which the lesser land areas of the world are grouped. From this geographical 
structure of the world geopolitics draws the conclusion that “Who rules east 
Europe commands the Heartland; who rules the Heartland commands the 
World-Island; who rules the World-Island commands the World.’” 

Mackinder, on the basis of this analysis, foresaw the emergence of Rus- 
sia, or whatever nation would control the territory described above, as the 
dominating world power. The German geopoliticians, under the leadership of 
General Haushofer, who exerted an important influence upon the power cal- 
culations and foreign policies of the Nazi regime, were more specific. They 
postulated an alliance with the Soviet Union or else the conquest of Eastern 
Europe by Germany in order to make Germany the predominant power on 
earth. It is obvious that this postulate cannot be directly inferred from the 
geopolitical premise. Geopolitics only tells us what space is destined, because 
of its location relative to other spaces, to harbor the master of the world. It 
does not tell us to what particular nation that mastery will fall. Thus the Ger- 
man school of geopolitics, eager to demonstrate that it was the mission of the 
German people to conquer the “Heartland,” the geographical seat of world 
dominion, combined the geopolitical doctrine with the argument of popula- 
tion pressure. The Germans were a “people without space,” and the “living 
space” that they must have in order to live beckoned to be conquered in the 
empty plains of Eastern Europe. 

Geopolitics, as presented in the writings of Mackinder and Fairgrieve, 
had given a valid picture of one aspect of the reality of national power, a 
picture seen from the exclusive, and therefore distorting, angle of geography. 
In the hands of Haushofer and his disciples, geopolitics was transformed into 
a kind of political metaphysics to be used as an ideological weapon in the 
‘ service of the national aspirations of Germany.* 


Nationalism 

Geopolitics is the attempt to understand the problem of national power 
exclusively in terms of geography, and degenerates in the process into a po- 
litical metaphysics couched in a pseudoscientific jargon. Nationalism tries to 


‘Sir Halford J. Mackinder, Democratic Ideals and Reality (New York: Henry Holt and Com- 
pany, 1919), p. 150. 

‘The ideological connotations of isolationism and the solidarity of the Western Hemisphere 
are akin to geopolitics in that they derive a conception of foreign policy from distorted or fictional 
geographical factors. The distortion of isolationism has already been pointed out in the text; as to 
the fictional character of the geographical unity of the Western Hemisphere, see Eugene Staley, 
“The Myth of the Continents,” in Compass of the World, edited by Hans W. Weigert and 
Vilhjalmur Stefansson (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1944), pp. 89-108. 
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explain national power exclusively or at least predominantly in terms of na- 
tional character, and degenerates in the process into the political metaphysics 
of racism. As geographical location is for geopolitics the one determinant of 
national power, so membership in a nation is for nationalism a similar deter- 
minant. Membership in a nation may be defined in terms of language, cul- 
ture, common origin, race, or in the decision of the individual to belong to 
the nation. But no matter how it is defined, the membership always entails 
as its essence partaking in certain qualities, called the national character, 
which the members of a particular nation have in common and by which they 
are differentiated from the members of other nations. The preservation of the 
national character and, more particularly, the development of its creative fa- 
culties is the supreme.task of the nation. In order to fulfill this task, the nation 
needs power that will protect it against other nations and will stimulate its 
own development. In other words, the nation needs a state. “One nation— 
one state’ is thus the political postulate of nationalism; the nation state is its 
ideal. 

But though the nation needs the power of the state for the sake of its 
preservation and development, the state needs the national community in 
order to maintain and increase its power. Particularly in the nationalistic phi- 
losophy of Germany—in the writings of Fichte and Hegel, for instance—the 
national character or spirit appears as the soul, and the political organization 
of the state as the body, of the national community, which needs both in 
order to fulfill its mission among the other national communities. The feeling 
of affinity, the participation in a common culture and tradition, the awareness 
of a common destiny, which are of the essence of national sentiment and 
patriotism, are transformed by nationalism into a political mysticism in which 
the national community and the state become superhuman entities, apart 
from and superior to their individual members, entitled to absolute loyalty — 
and, like the idols of old, deserving of the sacrifice of men and goods. 

This mysticism reaches its apogee in the racist worship of the national 
character. The nation is here identified with a biological entity, the race, 
which, so long as it remains pure, produces the national character in all its 
strength and splendor. The dilution of the race through the admixture of alien 
elements corrupts the character of the nation and thus weakens the power of 
the state. The homogeneity of the nation and the purity of the race thus 
appear as the very essence of national power, and for the latter's sake national 
minorities must either be absorbed or ejected. In the end, the national char- 
acter of one’s own nation comes to be regarded as the repository of all those 
qualities—courage, loyalty, discipline, industry, endurance, intelligence, and 
faculty for leadership—the possession of which justifies the exercise of su- 
preme power over other nations and at the same time makes the exercise of 
such power possible. The overestimation of the qualities of one’s own nation, 
which is characteristic of all nationalism, leads in the concept of the master 
race to the very idolatry of the national character. The master race is, by 
virtue of the superior quality of its national character, destined to rule the 


_ Evaluation of Nattonal Power 181 


world. It has by virtue of these qualities the potential power to exercise 
world-wide dominion, and it is the task of statesmanship and of military con- 
quest to transform those slumbering potentialities into the actualities of world 
empire. 

The intellectual and political excesses of nationalism and of its degenerate 
offspring, racism, have shocked and repelled the non-nationalistic mind to a 
much greater degree than have the excesses of geopolitics. The latter have in 
the main been limited to Germany, and were perpetrated in an esoteric lan- 
guage. The excesses of nationalism, on the other hand, are the logical out- 
growth of a secular religion that has engulfed in the fanaticism of holy wars of 
extermination, enslavement, and world conquest only certain countries, yet 
has left its mark on many everywhere. Since nationalism has singled out the 
national character as the pivot of its political philosophy, program, and action, 
critical observers have frequently tended to go to the other extreme and have 
denied the existence of a national character altogether. Intent upon demon- 
strating the mythical and subjective essence of nationalism, they have been 
anxious to show that its alleged empirical basis, the national character, is also 
nothing but a myth. 

One can readily agree with the critics of nationalism and racism that the 
allegedly inevitable determination of the national character by the “blood” — 
that is, the common biological characteristics of the members of a certain 
group—-is a political fabrication without any basis in fact. One can also agree 
that the absolute constancy of the national character, deriving from the im- 
mutability of the qualities of a pure race, belongs in the realm of political 
mythology. The existence of the United States as a nation and its assimilative 
powers offer convincing proof of the fallacy of both assertions. On the other 
hand, to deny altogether the existence of the national character and its bear- 
ing upon national power runs counter to the facts of experience, of which we 
have given a few samples above.” Such denial would be an error no less det- 
rimental to a correct assessment of the power of a nation in relation to others 
than the nationalistic deification of the national character has proved to be. 


Militarism 

Militarism commits the same type of error with respect to military pre- 
paredness which geopolitics and nationalism commit with regard to geography 
and national character. Militarism is the conception that the power of a nation 
consists primarily, if not exclusively, in its military strength, conceived espe- 
cially in quantitative terms. The largest army, the biggest navy, the biggest 
and fastest air force in the world, superiority in numbers of nuclear weapons 
become the predominant, if not the exclusive, symbols of national power. 

Nations whose military strength lies in navies rather than in large stand- 
ing armies are wont to point with abhorrence to the militarism of Germany, 


"See pages 146 ff. 
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France, or the Soviet Union without recognizing that they have developed 
their peculiar brand of militarism. Influenced by writers such as Mahan, they 
have emphasized out of all proportion the importance of the size and quality 
of their navies for national power. In the United States there is a widespread 
tendency to overemphasize the technological aspects of military prepared- 
ness, such as the speed and the range of airplanes and the uniqueness of 
nuclear weapons. The average German was misled by masses of goose-step- 
ping soldiers. The average Russian experiences the supremacy of Soviet 
power, derived from space and population, in the throngs filling the vastness 
of Red Square on May Day. The typical Englishman used to lose his sense of 
proportion in the presence of the gigantic form of a dreadnought. Many 
Americans succumbed to the fascination that emanated from the “secret” of 
the atomic bomb. All these attitudes toward military preparedness have in 
common the mistaken belief that all that counts, or at least what counts most 
for the power of a nation, is the military factor conceived in terms of numbers 
and quality of men and weapons.® 

From the militaristic error follows inevitably the equation of national 
power with material force. To speak loudly and carry a big stick, to rephrase 
Theodore Roosevelt's famous dictum, is indeed the preferred method of mil- 
itaristic diplomacy. The proponents of this method are unaware that it is 
sometimes wise to speak softly and carry a big stick; that it is sometimes even 
wise to leave the big stick at home where it is available when needed. In its 
exclusive concern with military strength, militarism is contemptuous of the 
intangibles of power. Without them a powerful nation may frighten other na- 
tions into submission or it may conquer by sheer overwhelming force, but it 
cannot rule what it has conquered; for it cannot gain voluntary acceptance for 
its rule. In the end, the power of militarism must yield to a power tempered | 
with self-restraint which seeks the effectiveness of national power in the infre- 
quency of its military use. The failures of Spartan, German, and Japanese 
militarism, compared with the triumphs of the Roman and British policies of 
empire-building, show the disastrous practical results of that intellectual error 
which we call militarism. 


*This aspect of militarism is impressively described by R. H. Tawney, The Acquisitive Soctety 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1920), p. 44: “Militarism is the characteristic, not of 
an army, but of a society. Its essence is not any particular quality or scale of military preperation, 
but a state of mind, which, in its concentration on one particular element in social life, ends 
finally by exalting it until it becomes the arbiter of all the rest. The purpose for which military 
forces exist is forgotten. They are thought to stand by their own right and to need no justification. 
Instead of being regarded as an instrument which is necessary in an imperfect world, they are 
elevated into an object of superstitious veneration, as though the world would be a poor insipid 
place without them, so that political institutions and social arrangements and intellect and moral- 
ity and religion are crushed into a mold made to fit one activity, which in a sane society is a 
subordinate activity, like the police, or the maintenance of prisons, or the cleansing of sewers, 
but which in a militarist state is a kind of mystical epitome of society itself. 

“Militarism . . . is fetich worship. It is the prostration of men's souls before, and the lacer- 
ation of their bodies to appease an idol.” (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) 


—_ 


_ Evaluation of National Power 183 

Thus the error of militarism gives new sharpness to the structure and 
contours of national power. Militarism—and here is the essence of its error— 
is unable to understand the paradox that a maximum of material power does 
not necessarily mean a maximum of over-all national power. A nation that 
throws into the scale of international politics the maximum of material power 
it is capable of mustering will find itself confronted with the maximum effort 
of all its competitors to equal or surpass its power. It will find that it has no 
friends, but only vassals and enemies. Since the emergence of the modern 
state system in the fifteenth century, no single nation has succeeded in im- 
posing its will for any length of time upon the rest of the world by sheer 
material force alone. No nation that has tried the ways of militarism has been 
strong enough to withstand the other nations’ combined resistance, which the 
fear of its superior material power had called into being. 

The only nation that in modern times could maintain a continuous posi- 
tion of preponderance owed that position to a rare combination of potential 
superior power, a reputation for superior power, and the infrequent use of 
that superior power. Thus Great Britain was able, on the one hand, to over- 
come al] serious challenges to its superiority because its self-restraint gained 
powerful allies and, hence, made it actually superior. On the other hand, it 
could minimize the incentive to challenge it because its superiority did not 
threaten the existence of other nations. When Great Britain stood at the 
threshold of its greatest power, it heeded the warning of its greatest political 
thinker—a warning as timely today as when first uttered in 1793: 


Among precautions against ambition, it may not be amiss to take one precaution 
against our own. I must fairly say, I dread our own power and our own ambition; 
I dread our being too much dreaded. It is ridiculous to say we are not men, and 
that, as men, we shall never wish to aggrandize ourselves in some way or other. 
Can we say that even at this very hour we are not invidiously aggrandized? We 
are already in possession of almost all the commerce of the world. Our empire in 
India is an awful thing. If we should come to be in a condition not only to have 
all this ascendant in commerce, but to be absolutely able, without the least con- 
trol, to hold the commerce of all other nations totally dependent upon our good 
pleasure, we may say that we shall not abuse this astonishing and hitherto un- 
heard-of power. But every other nation will think we shall abuse it. It is impos- 
sible but that, sooner or later, this state of things must produce a combination 
against us which may end in our ruin.’ 





7Edmund Burke, “Remarks on the Policy of the Allies with Respect to France,” Works, Vol. 
IV (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1899), p. 457. 
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The aspiration for power on the part of several nations, each trying either to 
maintain or overthrow the status quo, leads of necessity to a configuration 
that is called the balance of power’ and to policies that aim at preserving it. 
We say “of necessity” advisedly. For here again we are confronted with the 
basic misconception that has impeded the understanding of international pol- 
itics and has made us the prey of illusions. This misconception asserts that 
men have a choice between power politics and its necessary outgrowth, the 
balance of power, on the one hand, and a different, better kind of interna- 
tional relations on the other. It insists that a foreign policy based on the bal- 
ance of power is one among several possible foreign policies and that only 
stupid and evil men will choose the former and reject the latter. 

It will be shown in the following pages that the international balance of 
power is only a particular manifestation of a general social principle to which 
all societies composed of a number of autonomous units owe the autonomy of 
their component parts; that the balance of power and policies aiming at its 
preservation are not only inevitable but are an essential stabilizing factor in a 
society of sovereign nations; and that the instability of the international bal- 
ance of power is due not to the faultiness of the principle but to the particular 
conditions under which the principle must operate in a society of sovereign 
nations. 


SOCIAL EQUILIBRIUM 


Balance of Power as Universal Concept 


The concept of “equilibrium” as a synonym for “balance” is commonly em- 
ployed in many sciences—physics, biology, economics, sociology, and politi- 


eee 

‘The term “balance of power” is used in the text with four different meanings: (1) as a policy 
aimed at a certain state of affairs, (2) as an actual state of affairs, (3) as an approximately equal 
distribution of power, (4) as any distribution of power. Whenever the term is used without qual- 
ification, it refers to an actual state of affairs in which power is distributed among several nations 
with approximate equality. For the term referring to any distribution of power, see pages 231 ff. 
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cal science. It signifies stability within a system composed of a number of 
autonomous forces. Whenever the equilibrium is disturbed either by an out- 
side force or by a change in one or the other elements composing the system, 
the system shows a tendency to re-establish either the original or a new equi- 
librium. Thus equilibrium exists in the human body. While the human body 
changes in the process of growth, the equilibrium persists as long as the 
changes occurring in the different organs of the body do not disturb the body's 
stability. This is especially so if the quantitative and qualitative changes in the 
different organs are proportionate to each other. When, however, the body 
suffers a wound or loss of one of its organs through outside interference, or 
experiences a malignant growth or a pathological transformation of one of its 
organs, the equilibrium is disturbed, and the body tries to overcome the dis- 
turbance by re-establishing the equilibrium either on the same or a different 
level from the one that obtained before the disturbance occurred.” 

The same concept of equilibrium is used in a social science, such as eco- 
nomics, with reference to the relations between the different elements of the 
economic system, e.g., between savings and investments, exports and im- 
ports, supply and demand, costs and prices. Contemporary capitalism itself 
has been described as a system of “countervailing power.’® It also applies to 
society as a whole. Thus we search for a proper balance between different 
geographical regions, such as the East and the West, the North and the 
South; between different kinds of activities, such as agriculture and industry, 
heavy and light industries, big and small businesses, producers and consum- 
ers, management and labor; between different functional groups, such as city 
and country, the old, the middle-aged, and the young, the economic and the 
political sphere, the middle classes and the upper and lower classes. 


*Cf., for instance, the impressive analogy between the equilibrium in the human body and 
in society in Walter B. Cannon, The Wisdom of the Body (New York: W. W. Norton and Com- 
pany, 1932), pp. 293, 204: “At the outset it is noteworthy that the body politic itself exhibits 
some indications of crude automatic stabilizing processes. In the previous chapter I expressed 
the postulate that a certain degree of constancy in a complex system is itself evidence that agen- 
cies are acting or are ready to act to maintain that constancy. And moreover, that when a system 
remains steady it does so because any tendency towards change is met by increased effectiveness 
of the factor or factors which resist the change. Many familiar facts prove that these statements 
are to some degree true for society even in its present unstabilized condition. A display of con- 
servatism excites a radical revolt and that in turn is followed by a return to conservatism. Loose 
government and its consequences bring the reformers into power, but their tight reins soon 
provoke restiveness and the desire for release. The noble enthusiasms and sacrifices of war are 
succeeded by moral apathy and orgies of self-indulgence. Hardly any strong tendency in a nation 
continues to the stage of disaster; before that extreme is reached corrective forces arise which 
check the tendency and they commonly prevail to such an excessive degree as themselves to 
cause a reaction. A study of the nature of these social swings and their reversal might lead to 
valuable understanding and possibly to means of more narrowly limiting the disturbances. At this 
point, however, we merely note that the disturbances are roughly limited, and that this limitation 
suggests, perhaps, the early stages of social homeostasis.” (Reprinted by permission of the pub- 
lisher. Copyright 1932, 1939, by Walter B. Cannon.) 

‘John K. Galbraith, American Capitalism, the Concept of Countervailing Power (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1952). 
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Two assumptions are at the foundation of all such equilibriums: first, that 
the elements to be balanced are necessary for society or are entitled to exist 
and, second, that without a state of equilibrium among them one element will 
gain ascendancy over the others, encroach upon their interests and rights, 
and may ultimately destroy them. Consequently, it is the purpose of all such 
equilibriums to maintain the stability of the system without destroying the 
multiplicity of the elements composing it. If the goal were stability alone, it 
could be achieved by allowing one element to destroy or overwhelm the oth- 
ers and take their place. Since the goal is stability plus the preservation of all 
the elements of the system, the equilibrium must aim at preventing any ele- 
ment from gaining ascendancy over the others. The means employed to main- 
tain the equilibrium consist in allowing the different elements to pursue 
their opposing tendencies up to the point where the tendency of one is 
not so strong as to overcome the tendency of the others, but strong enough 
to prevent the others from overcoming its own. In the words of Robert 
Bridges: 


Our stability is but balance; and wisdom lies 
In masterful administration of the unforeseen. 


Nowhere have the mechanics of social equilibrium been described more 
brilliantly and at the same time more simply than in The Federalist. Concern- 
ing the system of checks and balances of the American government, No. 51 
of The Federalist says: 


This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival interests, the defect of better 
motives, might be traced to the whole system of human affairs, private as well as 
public. We see it particularly displayed in all the subordinate distributions of 
power, where the constant aim is to divide and arrange the several offices in such 
a manner as that each may be a check on the other—that the private interests of 
every individual may be a sentinel over the public rights. These inventions of 
prudence cannot be less requisite in the distribution of the supreme powers of 
the state. 


In the words of John Randolph, “You may cover whole skins of parchment 
with limitations, but power alone can limit power.”* 


Balance of Power in Domestic Politics 


The concept of equilibrium or balance has indeed found its most important 
application, outside the international field, in the sphere of domestic govern- 





‘Quoted after William Cabell Bruce, John Randolph of Roanoke (New York and London: 
G. P. Putnam, 1922), Vol. II, p. 211. 
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ment and politics.> Parliamentary bodies have frequently developed within 
themselves a balance of power. A multiparty system lends itself particularly 
to such a development. Here two groups, each representing a minority of the 
legislative body, often oppose each other, and the formation of a majority 
depends upon the votes of a third group. The third group will tend to join 
the potentially or actually weaker of the two, thus imposing a check upon the 
stronger one. Even the two-party system of the United States Congress dis- 
played the typical configuration of this checking and balancing process when, 
in the last years of Franklin D. Roosevelt's administration and during most of 
Truman's, the Southern Democrats constituted themselves a third party, vot- 
ing on many issues with the Republican minority. They thus checked not only 
the Democratic majority in Congress, but also the executive branch, which 
was also controlled by the Democratic party.°® 


“It hardly needs to be pointed out that, while the balance of power is a universal social 
phenomenon, its functions and results are different in domestic and international politics. The 
balance of power operates in domestic politics within a relatively stable framework of an inte- 
grated society, kept together by a strong consensus and the normally unchallengeable power of a 
central government. On the international scene, where consensus is weak and a central authority 
does not exist, the stability of society and the freedom of its component parts depend to a much 
greater extent upon the operations of the balance of power. More concerning this will be said in 
Chapter 14. 

Cf. also J. Allen Smith, The Growth and Decadence of Constitutional Government (New 
York: Henry Holt and Company, 1930), pp. 241, 242: “In the absence of any common and im- 
partial agency to interpret international law and supervise international relations, every state 
is anxious not only to increase its own authority but to prevent, if possible, any increase in the 
authority of rival states. The instinct of self-preservation, in a world made up of independent 
nations, operates to make each desire power in order to secure itself against the danger of exter- 
nal aggression. The fact that no country alone is sufficiently strong to feel secure against any 
possible combination of opposing states makes necessary the formation of alliances and counter- 
alliances through which each state seeks to ensure the needed support in case its safety is men- 
aced from without. This is usually referred to as the struggle to maintain the balance of power. 
It is merely an application of the check and balance theory of the state to international politics. 
It is assumed, and rightly so, that if any state should acquire a predominant position in interna- 
tional affairs, it would be a distinct menace to the interests and well-being of the rest of the 
world. Power, even though it may have been acquired as a means of protection, becomes a 
menace to international peace as soon as the country possessing it comes to feel stronger than 
any possible foe. It is no less necessary to maintain the balance of power in international politics, 
than it is to prevent some special interest from gaining the ascendency in the state. But since 
this balance of power idea is based on the fear of attack and assumes that every nation should be 
p for war, it can not be regarded as in any real sense a guaranty of international peace.” 
(Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) Cf. also The Cambridge Modern History, Vol. V 
(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1908), p. 276. 

°Cf. the illuminating discussion of the general problem in John Stuart Mill, Considerations 
on Representative Government (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1882), p. 142: “In a state 
of society thus composed, if the representative system could be made ideally perfect, and if it 
were possible to maintain it in that state, its organization must be such that these two classes, 
manual laborers and their affinities on one side, employers of labor and their affinities on the 
other, should be, in the arrangement of the representative system, equally balanced, each influ- 
encing about an equal number of votes in Parliament; since, assuming that the majority of each 
class, in any difference between them, would be mainly governed by their class interests, there 
would be a minority of each in whom the consideration would be subordinate to reason, justice, 
and the good of the whole; and this minority of either, joining with the whole of the other, would 
turn the scale against any demands of their own majority which were not such as ought to pre- 
vail.” See also page 153, and, concerning the balance of power within federal states, pages 
9, 200. 7 
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The American government is the outstanding modern example of a gov- 
ernmental system whose stability is maintained by an equilibrium among its 
component parts. In the words of Lord Bryce: 


The Constitution was avowedly created as an instrument of checks and balances. 
Each branch of the government was to restrain the others, and maintain the 
equipoise of the whole. The legislature was to balance the executive, and the 
judiciary both. The two houses of the legislature were to balance one another. 
The national government, taking all its branches together, was balanced against 
the State governments. As the equilibrium was placed under the protection of a 
document, unchangeable save by the people themselves, no one of the branches 
of the national government has been able to absorb or override the others. . . 
each branch maintains its independence and can, within certain limits, defy the 
others. 

But there is among political bodies and offices (i.e. the persons who from 
time to time fill the same office) of necessity a constant strife, a struggle for 
existence similar to that which Mr. Darwin has shown to exist among plants and 
animals; and as in the case of plants and animals so also in the political sphere 
this struggle stimulates each body or office to exert its utmost force for its own 
preservation, and to develop its aptitudes in any direction where development is 
possible. Each branch of the American government has striven to extend its range 
and its powers; each has advanced in certain directions, but in others has been 
restrained by the equal or stronger pressure of other branches.’ 


No. 51 of The Federalist has laid bare the power structure of this “dy- 
namic equilibrium” or “moving parallelogram of force,” as it was called by 
Charles A. Beard:® “. . . the defect must be supplied, by so contriving the 
interior structure of the government as that its several constitutional parts 
may, by their mutual relations, be the means of keeping each other in their 
proper places. . . . But the great security against a gradual concentration of 
the several powers in the same department, consists in giving to those who 
administer each department the necessary constitutional means and personal 
motives to resist the encroachment of others. . . . The provision for defense 
must in this, as in all other cases, be made commensurate to the danger of 
attack. Ambition must be made to counteract ambition. The interest of the 
man must be connected with the constitutional rights of the place. . . .” The 
aim of these constitutional arrangements is “to guard one part of the society 
against the injustices of the other part. Different interests necessarily exist in 
different classes of citizens. If a majority be reunited by a common interest, 
the rights of the minority will be insecure.” 

The author, Madison, expected to safeguard the rights of the minority 
“by comprehending in the society so many separate descriptions of citizens as 
will render an unjust combination of a majority of the whole very improbable, 
if not impracticable. . . . The society itself will be broken into so many parts, 
interests, and classes of citizens, that the rights of individuals, or of the mi- 


a 


"The American Commonwealth (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1891), Vol. I, pp. 390-1. 
®The Republic (New York: The Viking Press, 1944), pp. 190-1. 
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nority, will be in little danger from interested combinations of the majority.” 
Security will lie “in the multiplicity of interests,” and the degree of security 
“will depend on the number of interests.””. And Charles A. Beard thus sum- 
marizes the philosophy of the American government: “The framers under- 
stood that government in action is power. They tried to pit the ambitions, 
interests, and forces of human beings in the three departments against one 
another in such a way as to prevent any one set of agents from seizing all 
power, from becoming dangerously powerful.”” 

One needs only to substitute the terminology of international politics for 
the concepts used by The Federalist, Lord Bryce, and Charles A. Beard in 
their analysis of the structure and dynamics of the American government, and 
there emerge the main elements common to both the system of checks and 
balances of the American Constitution and the international balance of power. 
In other words, the same motive forces have given rise to the American sys- 
tem of checks and balances and to the international system of the balance of 
power. Both systems seek to fulfill the same functions for their own stability 
and the autonomy of their constituent elements, however much they may 
differ in the means they employ and in the degree to which they realize their 
aim. Both are subject to the same dynamic processes of change, disequilib- 
rium, and the establishment of a new balance on a different level. 

. Which are the main patterns of the international balance of power? What 

are the typical situations out of which it arises and within which it operates? 
What functions does it fulfill? And to what transformations has it been sub- 
jected in recent history? 


TWO MAIN PATTERNS OF THE BALANCE OF POWER 


Two factors are at the basis of international society: one is the multiplicity, 
the other is the antagonism of its elements, the individual nations. The aspi- 
rations for power of the individual nations can come into conflict with each 
other—and some, if not most of them, do at any particular moment in his- 
tory—in two different ways. In other words, the struggle for power on the 
international scene can be carried on in two typical patterns. 


The Pattern of Direct Opposition 


Nation A may embark upon an imperialistic policy with regard to Nation B, 
and Nation B may counter that policy with a policy of the status quo or with 
an imperialistic policy of its own. France and its allies opposing Russia in 
1812, Japan opposing China from 193] to 1941, the United Nations vs. the 
Axis from 194] on, correspond to that pattern. The pattern is one of direct 


"Ibid. Cf. also John C. Calhoun, “A Disquisition on Government,” in The Works of John C. 
Calhoun (Columbia: A. S. Johnston, 1851), Vol. I, pp. 35-6, 38—9. 
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opposition between the nation that wants to establish its power over another 
nation and the latter, which refuses to yield. 

Nation A may also pursue an imperialistic policy toward Nation C, which 
may either resist or acquiesce in that policy, while Nation B follows with 
regard to Nation C either a policy of imperialism or one of the status quo. In 
this case, the domination of C is a goal of A’s policy. B, on the other hand, is 
opposed to A's policy because it either wants to preserve the status quo with 
respect to C or wants the domination of C for itself. The pattern of the strug- 
gle for power between A and B is here not one of direct opposition, but of 
competition, the object of which is the domination of C, and it is only through 
the intermediary of that competition that the contest for power between A 
and B takes place. This pattern is visible, for instance, in the competition 
between Great Britain and Russia for the domination of Iran, in which the 
struggle for power between the two countries has repeatedly manifested itself 
during the last hundred years. It is also clear in the competition for dominant 
influence in Germany which in the aftermath of the Second World War has 
marked the relations between France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and 
‘the United States. The competition between the United States and China or 
between the Soviet Union and China for control of the countries of Southeast 
Asia offers another example of the same pattern. 

It is in situations such as these that the balance of power operates and 
fulfills its typical functions. In the pattern of direct opposition, the balance of 
power results directly from the desire of either nation to see its policies pre- 
vail over the policies of the other. A tries to increase its power in relation to 
B to such an extent that it can control the decisions of B and thus lead its 
imperialistic policy to success. B, on the other hand, will try to increase its 
power to such an extent that it can resist A’s pressure and thus frustrate A’s 
policy, or else embark upon an imperialistic policy of its own with a chance 
for success. In the latter case, A must, in turn, increase its power in order to 
be able to resist B’s imperialistic poltwy and to pursue its own with a chance 
for success. This balancing of opposing forces will go on, the increase in the 
power of one nation calling forth an at least proportionate increase in the 
‘ power of the other, until the nations concerned change the objectives of their 
imperialistic policies—if they do not give them up altogether—or until one 
nation gains or believes it has gained a decisive advantage over the other. 
Then either the weaker yields to the stronger or war decides the issue. 

So long as the balance of power operates successfully in such a situation, 
it fulfills two functions. It creates a precarious stability in the relations be- 
tween the respective nations, a stability that is always in danger of being 
disturbed and, therefore, is always in need of being restored. This is, how- 
ever, the only stability obtainable under the assumed conditions of the power 
pattern. For we are here in the presence of an inevitable inner contradiction 
of the balance of power. One of the two functions the balance of power is 
supposed to fulfill is stability in the power relations among nations; yet these 
relations are, as we have seen, by their very nature subject to continuous 
change. They are essentially unstable. Since the weights that determine the 
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relative position of the scales have a tendency to change continuously by 
growing either heavier or lighter, whatever stability the balance of power may 
achieve must be precarious and subject to perpetual adjustments in confor- 
mity with intervening changes. The other function that a successful balance 
of power fulfills under these conditions is to insure the freedom of one nation 
from domination by the other. 

Owing to the essentially unstable and dynamic character of the balance, 
which is not unstable and dynamic by accident or only part of the time, but 
by nature and always, the independence of the nations concerned is also es- 
sentially precarious and in danger. Here again, however, it must be said that, 
given the conditions of the power pattern, the independence of the respective 
nations can rest on no other foundation than the power of each individual 
nation to prevent the power of the other nations from encroaching upon its 
freedom. The following diagram illustrates this situation: 





The Pattern of Competition 


In the other pattern, the pattern of competition, the mechanics of the balance | 
of power are identical with those discussed. The power of A necessary to 
dominate C in the face of B’s opposition is balanced, if not outweighed, by 
B’s power, while, in turn, B’s power to gain dominion over C is balanced, if 
not outweighed, by the power of A. The additional function, however, that 
the balance fulfills here, aside from creating a precarious stability and security 
in the relations between A and B, consists in safeguarding the independence 
of C against encroachments by A or B. The independence of C is a mere 
function of the power relations existing between A and B. 
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If these relations take a decisive turn in favor of the imperialistic nation—that 
is, A—the independence of C will at once be in jeopardy: 


© 


If the status quo nation—that is, B—should gain a decisive and permanent 
advantage, C's freedom will be more secure in the measure of that advantage: 


If, finally, the imperialistic nation—A—should give up its imperialistic poli- 


cies altogether or shift them permanently from C to another objective—that 
is, D—-the freedom of C would be permanently secured: 
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No one has recognized this function of the balance of power to preserve 
the independence of weak nations more clearly than Edmund Burke. He said 
in 1791 in his “Thoughts on French Affairs’: 


As long as those two princes [the King of Prussia and the German Emperor], are 
at variance, so long the liberties of Germany are safe. But if ever they should so 
far understand one another as to be persuaded that they have a more direct and 
more certainly defined interest in a proportioned mutual aggrandizement than in 
a reciprocal reduction, that is, if they come to think that they are more likely to 
be enriched by a division of spoil than to be rendered secure by keeping to the 
old policy of preventing others from being spoiled by either of them, from that 


moment the liberties of Germany are no more.’ 


Small nations have always owed their independence either to the balance 
of power (Belgium and the Balkan countries until the Second World War), or 
to the preponderance of one protecting power (the small nations of Central 
and South America, and Portugal), or to their lack of attractiveness for imper- 
ialistic aspirations (Switzerland and Spain). The ability of such small nations 
to maintain their neutrality has always been due to one or the other or all of 
these factors, e.g., the Netherlands, Denmark, and Norway in the First, in 
contrast to the Second, World War, and Switzerland and Sweden in both 
world wars. 

The same factors are responsible for the existence of so-called buffer 
states—weak states located close to powerful ones and serving their military 
security. The outstanding example of a buffer state owing its existence to the 
balance of power is Belgium from the beginning of its history as an indepen- 
dent state in 1831 to the Second World War. The nations belonging to the 
so-called Russian secufity belt, which stretches along the western and south- 
western frontiérs of the Soviet Union from Finland to Bulgaria, exist by leave — 
of their preponderant neighbor, whose military and economic interests they 
serve. 


Korea and the Balance of Power 


All these different factors have brought to bear successively upon the fate of 
Korea. Because of its geographic location in the proximity of China, it has 
existed as an autonomous state for most of its long history by virtue of the 
control or intervention of its powerful neighbor. Whenever the power of 
China was not sufficient to protect the autonomy of Korea, another nation, 
generally Japan, would try to gain a foothold on the Korean peninsula. Since 
the first century B.C., the international status of Korea has by and large been 
determined either by Chinese supremacy or by rivalry between China and 


Japan. 


‘Works, Vol. IV (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1889), p. 331. 
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The very unification of Korea in the seventh century was a result of 
Chinese intervention. From the thirteenth century to the decline of Chinese 
power in the nineteenth century, Korea stood in a relationship of subservi- 
ence to China as its suzerain and accepted Chinese leadership in politics and 
culture. From the end of the sixteenth century Japan, after it had invaded 
Korea without lasting success, opposed to the claim of China its own claim to 
control of the country. Japan was able to make good that claim as a result of 
its victory in the Sino-Japanese War of 1894—95. Then Japan was challenged 
in its control of Korea by Russia, and from 1896 on the influence of Russia 
became dominant. The rivalry between Japan and Russia for control of Korea 
ended with the defeat of Russia in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904—05. Jap- 
anese control of Korea, thus firmly established, was terminated with the de- 
feat of Japan in the Second World War. From then on, the United States 
replaced Japan as a check upon Russian ambitions in Korea. China, by inter- 
vening in the Korean War, resumed its traditional interest in the control of 
Korea. Thus for more than two thousand years the fate of Korea has been a 
function either of the predominance of one nation controlling Korea, or of a 
' balance of power between two nations competing for that control. 
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Different Methods 
of the Balance 
of Power 





The balancing process can be carried on either by diminishing the weight of 
the heavier scale or by increasing the weight of the lighter one. 


DIVIDE AND RULE 


The former method has found its classic manifestation, aside from the impo- . 
sition of onerous conditions in peace treaties and the incitement to treason 
and revolution, in the maxim “divide and rule.” It has been resorted to by 
nations who tried to make or keep their competitors weak by dividing them 
or keeping them divided. The most consistent and important policies of this 
. kind in modern times are the policy of France with respect to Germany and 
the policy of the Soviet Union with respect to the rest of Europe. From the 
seventeenth century to the end of the Second World War, it has been an 
unvarying principle of French foreign policy either to favor the division of the 
German Empire into a number of small independent states or to prevent the 
coalescence of such states into one unified nation. The support of the Protes- 
tant princes of Germany by Richelieu, of the Rhinebund by Napoleon I, of 
the princes of Southern Germany by Napoleon III, of the abortive separatist 
movements after the First World War, and the opposition to the unification 
of Germany after the Second World War—all have their common denomina- 
tor in considerations of the balance of power in Europe, which France found 
threatened by a strong German state. Similarly, the Soviet Union from the 
twenties to the present has consistently opposed all plans for the unification 


198 - 


Different Methods of the Balance of Power 199 
of Europe, on the assumption that the pooling of the divided strength of the 
European nations into a “Western bloc” would give the enemies of the Soviet 
Union such power as to threaten the latter's security. 

The other method of balancing the power of several nations consists in 
adding to the strength of the weaker nation. This method can be carried out 
by two different means: Either B can increase its power sufficiently to offset, 
if not surpass, the power of A, and vice versa; or B can pool its power with 
the power of all the other nations that pursue identical policies with regard to 
A, in which case A will pool its power with all the nations pursuing identical 
policies with respect to B. The former alternative is exemplified by the policy 
of compensations and the armament race as well as by disarmament; the lat- 
ter, by the policy of alliances. 


COMPENSATIONS 


Compensations of a territorial nature were a common device in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries for maintaining a balance of power which had been, 
or was to be, disturbed by the territorial acquisitions of one nation. The 
Treaty of Utrecht of 1713, which terminated the War of the Spanish Succes- 
sion, recognized for the first time expressly the principle of the balance of 
power by way of territorial compensations. It provided for the division of most 
of the Spanish possessions, European and colonial, between the Hapsburgs 
and the Bourbons “ad conservandum in Europa equilibrium,” as the treaty 
put it. 

The three partitions of Poland in 1772, 1793, and 1795, which in a sense 
mark the end of the classic period of the balance of power, for reasons we 
shall discuss later,! reaffirm its essence by proceeding under the guidance of 
the principle of compensations. Since territorial acquisitions at the expense of 
Poland by any one of the interested nations—dAustria, Prussia, and Russia— 
to the exclusion of the others would have upset the balance of power, the 
three nations agreed to divide Polish territory in such a way that the distri- 
bution of power among themselves would be approximately the same after 
’ the partitions as it had been before. In the treaty of 1772 between Austria 
and Russia, it was even stipulated that “the acquisitions . . . shall be com- 
pletely equal, the portion of one cannot exceed the portion of the other.” 

Fertility of the soil and number and quality of the populations concerned 
were used as objective standards by which to determine the increase in power 
which the individual nations received through the acquisition of territory. 
While in the eighteenth century this standard was rather crudely applied, the 
Congress of Vienna refined the policy of compensations by appointing in 1815 
a statistical commission charged with evaluating territories by the standard of 
number, quality, and type of population. 





1See page 222. 
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In the latter part of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth 
century, the principle of compensations was again deliberately applied to the 
distribution of colonial territories and the delimitation of colonial or semico- 
lonial spheres of influence. Africa, in particular, was during that period the 
object of numerous treaties delimiting spheres of influence for the major co- 
lonial powers. Thus the competition between France, Great Britain, and Italy 
for the domination of Ethiopia was provisionally resolved, after the model of 
the partitions of Poland, by the treaty of 1906, which divided the country into 
three spheres of influence for the purpose of establishing in that region a 
balance of power among the nations concerned. Similarly, the rivalry between 
Great Britain and Russia with respect to Iran led to the Anglo-Russian treaty 
of 1907, which established spheres of influence for the contracting parties and 
a neutral sphere under the exclusive domination of Iran. The compensation 
consists here not in the outright cession of territorial sovereignty, but rather 
in the reservation, to the exclusive benefit of a particular nation, of certain 
territories for commercial exploitation, political and military penetration, and 
eventual establishment of sovereignty. In other words, the particular nation 
has the right, without having full title to the territory concerned, to operate 
within its sphere of influence without competition or opposition from another 
nation. The other nation, in turn, has the right to claim for its own sphere of 
influence the same abstinence on the part of the former. 

Even where the principle of compensations is not deliberately applied, 
however, as it was in the aforementioned treaties, it is nowhere absent from 
political arrangements, territorial or other, made within a balance-of-power 
system. For, given such a system, no nation will agree to concede political 
advantages to another nation without the expectation, which may or may not 
be well founded, of receiving proportionate advantages in return. The bar- 
gaining of diplomatic negotiations, issuing in political compromise, is but the - 
principle of compensations in its most general form, and as such it is organi- 
cally connected with the balance of power. 


ARMAMENTS 


The principal means, however, by which a nation endeavors with the power 
at its disposal to maintain or re-establish the balance of power are armaments. 
The armaments race in which Nation A tries to keep up with, and then to 
outdo, the armaments of Nation B, and vice versa, is the typical instrumen- 
tality of an unstable, dynamic balance of power. The necessary corollary of 
the armaments race is a constantly increasing burden of military preparations 
devouring an ever greater portion of the national budget and making for ever 
deepening fears, suspicions, and insecurity. The situation preceding the First 
World War, with the naval competition between Germany and Great Britain 
and the rivalry of the French and German armies, illustrates this point. 

It is in recognition of situations such as these that, since the end of the 
Napoleonic Wars, repeated attempts have been made to create a stable bal- 


7 Different Methods of the Balance of Power 201 
ance of power, if not to establish permanent peace, by means of the propor- 
tionate disarmament of competing nations. The technique of stabilizing the 
balance of power by means of a proportionate reduction of armaments is 
somewhat similar to the technique of territorial compensations. For both 
techniques require a quantitative evaluation of the influence that the arrange- 
ment is likely to exert on the respective power of the individual nations. The 
difficulties in making such a quantitative evaluation—in correlating, for in- 
stance, the military strength of the French army of 1932 with the military 
power represented by the industrial potential of Germany—have greatly con- 
tributed to the failure of most attempts at creating a stable balance of power 
by means of disarmament. The only outstanding success of this kind was the 
Washington Naval Treaty of 1922, in which Great Britain, the United States, 
Japan, France, and Italy agreed to a proportionate reduction and limitation of 
naval armaments. Yet it must be noted that this treaty was part of an over-all 
political and territorial settlement in the Pacific which sought to stabilize the 
power relations in that region on the foundation of Anglo-American predomi- 
nance. 


ALLIANCES 


The historically most important manifestation of the balance of power, how- 
ever, is to be found not in the equilibrium of two isolated nations but in the 
relations between one nation or alliance of nations and another alliance. 


The General Nature of Alliances 


Alliances are a necessary function of the balance of power operating within a 
multiple-state system. Nations A and B, competing with each other, have 
three choices in order to maintain and improve their relative power positions. 
They can increase their own power, they can add to their own power the 
power of other nations, or they can withhold the power of other nations from 
the adversary. When they make the first choice, they embark upon an arma- 
ments race. When they choose the second and third alternatives, they pursue 
a policy of alliances. 

Whether or not a nation shall pursue a policy of alliances is, then, a 
matter not of principle but of expediency. A nation will shun alliances if it 
believes that it is strong enough to hold its own unaided or that the burden 
of the commitments resulting from the alliance is likely to outweigh the ad- 
vantages to be expected. It is for one or the other or both of these reasons 
that, throughout the better part of their history, Great Britain and the United 
States have refrained from entering into peacetime alliances with other na- 
tions. 


*The problem of disarmament will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 23. 
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Yet Great Britain and the United States have also refrained from con- 
cluding an alliance with each other even though, from the proclamation of the 
Monroe Doctrine in 1823 to the attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941, they have 
acted, at least in relation to the other European nations, as if they were allied. 
Their relationship during that period provides another instance of a situation 
in which nations dispense with an alliance. It occurs when their interests so 
obviously call for concerted policies and actions that an explicit formulation of 
these interests, policies, and actions in the form of a treaty of alliance appears 
to be redundant. 

With regard to the continent of Europe, the United States and Great 
Britain have had one interest in common: the preservation of the European 
balance of power. In consequence of this identity of interests, they have found 
themselves by virtual necessity in the camp opposed to a nation which hap- 
pened to threaten that balance. And when Great Britain went to war in 1914 
and 1939 in order to protect the European balance of power, the United 
States first supported Great Britain with a conspicuous lack of that impartiality 
befitting a neutral and then joined her on the battlefield. Had in 1914 and 
1939 the United States been tied to Great Britain by a formal treaty of alli- 
ance, it might have declared war earlier, but its general policies and concrete 
actions would not have been materially different than they actually were. 

Not every community of interests, calling for common policies and ac- 
tions, also calls for legal codification in an explicit alliance. Yet, on the other 
hand, an alliance requires of necessity a community of interests for its foun- 
dation.” Under what conditions, then, does an existing community of interests 
require the explicit formulation of an alliance? What is it that an alliance adds 
to the existing community of interests? 

An alliance adds precision, especially in the form of limitation, to an ex- 
isting community of interests and to the general policies and concrete mea- 
sures serving them.* The interests nations have in common are not typically 
so precise and limited as to geographic region, objective, and appropriate 
policies as has been the American and British interest in the preservation of 
the European balance of power. Nor are they so incapable of precision and 
limitation as concerns the prospective common enemy. For, while a typical 
alliance is directed against a specific nation or group of nations, the enemy of 
the Anglo-American community of interests could in the nature of things not 
be specified beforehand, since whoever threatens the European balance of 
power is the enemy. As Jefferson shifted his sympathies back and forth be- 
tween Napoleon and Great Britain according to who seemed to threaten the 
balance of power at the time, so during the century following the Napoleonic 
Wars, Great Britain and the United States had to decide in the light of cir- 


5See the quotations from Thucydides and Lord Salisbury, pages 10 and 11. 

“Giancing through the treaties of alliance of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, one is 
struck by the meticulous precision with which obligations to furnish troops, equipment, logistic 
support, food, money, and the like, were defined. 
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cumstances ever liable to change who posed at the moment the greatest 
threat to the balance of power. This blanket character of the enemy, deter- 
mined not individually but by the function he performs, brings to mind a 
similar characteristic of collective security, which is directed against the ab- 
stractly designed aggressor, whoever he may be. 

The typical interests which unite two nations against a third are both 
more definite as concerns the determination of the enemy and less precise as 
concerns the objectives to be sought and the policies to be pursued. In the 
last decades of the nineteenth century, France was opposed to Germany, and 
Russia was opposed to Austria, while Austria was allied with Germany against 
France and Russia. How could the interests of France and Russia be brought 
upon a common denominator, determining policy and guiding action? How 
could, in other words, the casus foederis be defined so that both friend and 
foe would know what to expect in certain contingencies affecting their respec- 
tive interest? It was for the treaty of alliance of 1894 to perform these func- 
tions. Had the objectives and policies of the Franco-Russian alliance of 1894 
been as clear as were the objectives and policies of Anglo-American coopera- 
’ tion in Europe, no alliance treaty would have been necessary. Had the enemy 
been as indeterminate, no alliance treaty would have been feasible. 

Not every community of interests calling for co-operation between two 
or more nations, then, requires that the terms of this co-operation be speci- 
fied through the legal stipulations of a treaty of alliance. It is only when the 
common interests are inchoate in terms of policy and action that a treaty of 
alliance is required to make them explicit and operative. These interests, as 
well as the alliances expressing them and the policies serving them, can be 
distinguished in five different ways according to: their intrinsic nature and 
relationship, the distribution of benefits and power, their coverage in relation 
to the total interests of the nations concerned, their coverage in terms of time, 
and their effectiveness in terms of common policies and actions. In conse- 
quence, we can distinguish alliances serving identical, complementary, and 
ideological interests and policies. We can further distinguish mutual and one- 
sided, general and limited, temporary and permanent, operative and inoper- 
ative alliances. 

The Anglo-American alliance with regard to Europe provides the classic 
example of an alliance serving identical interests; the objective of one part- 
ner—the preservation of the balance of power in Europe—is also the objec- 
tive of the other. The alliance between the United States and Pakistan is one 
of many contemporary instances of an alliance serving complementary inter- 
ests. For the United States it serves the primary purpose of expanding the 
scope of the policy of containment; for Pakistan it serves primarily the pur- 
pose of increasing her political, military, and economic potential vis-a-vis her 
neighbors. 

The pure type of an ideological alliance is presented by the Treaty of the 
Holy Alliance of 1815 and the Atlantic Charter of 1941. Both documents laid 
down general moral principles to which the signatories pledged their adher- 
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ence, and general objectives whose realization they pledged themselves to 
seek. The Treaty of the Arab League of 1945 provides a contemporary exam- 
ple of an alliance, expressing, since the war against Israel of 1948, primarily 
ideological solidarity. 

Much more typical is the addition of ideological commitments to material 
ones in one and the same treaty of alliance.” Thus the Three Emperors’ 
League of 1873 provided for military assistance among Austria, Germany, and 
Russia in case of attack on any of them and, at the same time, emphasized 
the solidarity of the three monarchies against republican subversion. In our 
times, the ideological commitment against Communist subversion, inserted in 
treaties of alliance, performs a similar function. The ideological factor also 
manifests itself in the official interpretation of an alliance, based upon material 
interests, in terms of an ideological solidarity transcending the limitations of 
material interests. The conception of the Anglo-American alliance, common 
before the British invasion of Egypt in 1956, as all-inclusive and world- 
embracing, based upon common culture, political institutions, and ideals, is a 
case in point. 

As concerns the political effect of this ideological factor upon an alliance, 
three possibilities must be distinguished. A purely ideological alliance, unre- 
lated to material interests, cannot but be stillborn; it is unable to determine 
policies or guide actions and misleads by presenting the appearance of politi- 
cal solidarity where there is none. The ideological factor, when it is superim- 
posed upon an actual communiy of interests, can lend strength to the alliance 
by marshaling moral convictions and emotional preferences to its support. It 
can also weaken it by obscuring the nature and limits of the common interests 
which the alliance was supposed to make precise and by raising expectations, 
bound to be disappointed, for the extent of concerted policies and actions. 
For both these possibilities, the Anglo-American alliance can again serve as 
an example. 

The distribution of benefits within an alliance should ideally be one of 
complete mutuality; here the services performed by the parties for each other 
are commensurate with the benefits received. This ideal is more likely to be 
approximated in an alliance concluded among equals in power and serving 
identical interests; here the equal resources of all, responding to equal incen- 
tives, serve one single interest. The other extreme in the distribution of ben- 
efits is one-sidedness, a societas leonia in which one party receives the lion’s 
share of benefits while the other bears the main bulk of burdens. In so far as 
the object of such an alliance is the preservation of the territorial and political 
integrity of the receiving party, such an alliance is indistinguishable from a 
treaty of guarantee. Complementry interests lend themselves most easily to 
this kind of disproportion, since they are by definition different in substance 
and their comparative assessment is likely to be distorted by subjective inter- 


‘It ought to be pointed out that the Holy Alliance and the Atlantic Charter usually supple- 
ment material commitments contained in separate legal instruments. 
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pretation. A marked superiority in power is bound to add weight to such 
interpretations. 

The distribution of benefits is thus likely to reflect the distribution of 
power within an alliance, as is the determination of policies. A great power 
has a good chance to have its way with a weak ally as concerns benefits and 
policies, and it is for this reason that Machiavelli warned weak nations against 
making alliances with strong ones except by necessity.° The relationship be- 
tween the United States and South Korea exemplifies this situation. 

However, this correlation between benefits, policies, and power is by no 
means inevitable. A weak nation may well possess an asset which is of such 
great value for its strong ally as to be irreplaceable. Here the unique benefit 
the former is able to grant or withhold may give it within the alliance a status 
completely out of keeping with the actual distribution of material power. In 
recent history, the relationships between the United States and Spain with 
regard to bases and between the United States and Saudi Arabia with regard 
to oil come to mind. 

The misinterpretation of the Anglo-American alliance, mentioned before, 
‘also illustrates the confusion between limited and general alliances. In the age 
of total war, wartime alliances tend to be general in that they comprise the 
total interests of the contracting parties both with regard to the waging of the 
war and the peace settlement. On the other hand, peacetime alliances tend 
to be limited to a fraction of the total interests and objectives of the signato- 
ries. A nation will conclude a multitude of alliances with different nations 
which may overlap and contradict each other on specific points. 

A typical alliance attempts to transform a small fraction of the total inter- 
ests of the contracting parties into common policies and measures. Some of 
these interests are irrelevant to the purposes of the alliance, others support 
them, others diverge from them, and still others are incompatible with them. 
Thus a typical alliance is imbedded in a dynamic field of diverse interests and 
purposes. Whether and for how long it will be operative depends upon the 
strength of the interests underlying it as over against the strength of the other 
interests of the nations concerned. The value and the chances of an alliance, 
however limited in scope, must be considered in the context of the over-all 
policies within which it is expected to operate. 

General alliances are typically of temporary duration and most prevalent 
in wartime; for the overriding common interest in winning the war and secur- 
ing through the peace settlement the interests for which the war was waged 
is bound to yield, once victory is won and the peace treaties are signed, to 
the traditionally separate and frequently incompatible interests of the individ- 
ual nations. On the other hand, there exists a correlation between the per- 
manency of an alliance and the limited character of the interests it serves; for 
only such a specific, limited interest is likely to last long enough to provide 





*The Prince, Chapter 21. 
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the foundation for a durable alliance.’ The alliance between Great Britain and 
Portugal, concluded in 1703, has survived the centuries because Portugal's 
interest in the protection of her ports by the British fleet and the British 
interest in the control of Atlantic approaches to Portugal have endured. Yet it 
can be stated as a general historical observation that while alliance treaties 
have frequently assumed permanent validity by being concluded “in perpe- 
tuity” or for periods of ten or twenty years, they could not have been more 
durable than the generally precarious and fleeting configurations of common 
interests which they were intended to serve. As a rule, they have been short- 
lived. 

The dependence of alliances upon the underlying community of interests 
also accounts for the distinction between operative and inoperative alliances. 
For an alliance to be operative—that is, able to coordinate the general poli- 
cies and concrete measures of its members—those members must agree not 
only on general objectives, but on policies and measures as well. Many alli- 
ances have remained scraps of paper because no such agreement was forth- 
coming, and it was not forthcoming because the community of interests did 
not extend beyond general objectives to concrete policies and measures. The 
classic case of an inoperative alliance is that of the United States and France, 
made inoperable by Washington’s Neutrality Proclamation of 1793 after the 
War of the First Coalition had broken out between France and the monar- 
chies of Europe. Hamilton justified that Proclamation with an argument of 
general applicability: “There would be no proportion between the mischiefs 
and perils to which the United States would expose themselves, by embarking 
in the war, and the benefit which the nature of their stipulation aims at se- 
curing to France, or that which it would be in their power actually to render 
her by becoming a party.” The Franco-Russian alliances of 1935 and 1944 and 
the Anglo-Russian alliance of 1942 are other cases in point. The legal validity 
of a treaty of alliance and its propagandistic invocation can easily deceive the 
observer about its actual operational value. The correct assessment of this 
value requires examination of the concrete policies and measures which the 
contracting parties have taken in implementation of the alliance. 

These considerations are particularly relevant for alliances between a nu- 
clear power (A) and a non-nuclear power (B), directed against another nuclear 
power (C). Will A risk nuclear destruction at the hands of C in order to honor 
the alliance with B? The extremity of the risk involved casts doubt upon the 
operational quality of such an alliance. This doubt, first explicitly raised by 
DeGaulle, has weakened the alliances between the United States and some 
of its major allies. 


"This correlation, however, cannot be reversed. Especially in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, limited alliances were frequently concluded ad hoc; that is, to counter an attack, to 
engage in one, or to embark upon a particular expedition. With the passing of the specific occa- 
sion in view of which the alliance was concluded, the alliance itself lost its object and came to 
and end. 


-_ 
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Alliances vs. World Domination 


While the balance of power as a natural and inevitable outgrowth of the strug- 
gle for power is as old as political history itself, systematic theoretic reflections, 
starting in the sixteenth century and reaching their culmination in the eigh- 
teenth and nineteenth centuries, have conceived the balance of power gen- 
erally as a protective device of an alliance of nations, anxious for their inde- 
pendence, against another nation’s designs for world domination, then called 
universal monarchy. B, directly threatened by A, joins with C, D, and E, 
potentially threatened by A, to foil A’s designs. Polybius has pointed to the 
essence of this configuration in his analysis of the relations between the Ro- 
mans, the Carthaginians, and Hiero of Syracuse: 


The Carthaginians, being shut in on all sides, were obliged to resort to an appeal 
to the states in alliance with them. Hiero during the whole of the present war 
had been most prompt in meeting their requests, and was now more complaisant 
than ever, being convinced that it was in his own interest for securing both its 
Sicilian dominions and his friendship with the Romans, that Carthage should be 
preserved, and that the stronger Power should not be able to attain its ultimate 
object entirely without effort. In this he reasoned very wisely and sensibly, for 
such matters should never be neglected, and we should never contribute to the 
attainment by one state of a power so preponderant, that none dare dispute with 
it even for their acknowledged rights.® 





®*Polybius I, 83. 
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In modern times, Francis Bacon was, after the Florentine statesmen and 
historians Rucellai and Guicciardini, the first to recognize the essence of the 
balance of power by way of alliances. In his essay Of Empire he says: 


First, for their neighbors, there can no general rule be given (the occasions are 
so variable), save one which ever holdeth—which is, that princes do keep due 
sentinel, that none of their neighbors do overgrow so (by increase of territory, by 
embracing of trade, by approaches, or the like,) as they become more able to 
annoy them than they were. . . . During that triumvirate of kings, King Henry 
VIII of England, Francis I, king of France, and Charles V, emperor, there was 
such a watch kept that none of the three could win a palm of ground, but the 
other two would straightways balance it, either by confederation, or, if need 
were, by a war, and would not in any wise take peace at interest; and the like 
was done by that League (which Guicciardine saith was the security of Italy,) 
made between Ferdinando, kind of Naples, Lorenzius Medices, and Ludovicus 
Sforsa, potentates, the one of Florence, the other of Milan. 


The alliances France I concluded with Henry VIII and the Turks in order 
to prevent Charles V of Hapsburg from stabilizing and expanding his empire 
are the first modern example on a grand scale of the balance of power oper- 
ating between an alliance and one nation intent upon establishing a universal 
monarchy. In the second half of the seventeenth century, Louis XIV of 
France took over the role of the Hapsburgs, and called forth a similar reaction 
among the European nations. Alliances were formed around England and the 
Netherlands with the purpose of protecting the European nations from 
French domination and establishing a new balance of power between France 
and the rest of Europe. 

The wars against the France of 1789 and against Napoleon show the same 
configuration of one preponderant nation aiming at world domination and 
being opposed by a coalition of nations for the sake of preserving their inde- 
pendence. The manifesto with which the first coalition initiated these wars in 
1792 declared that “no power interested in the maintenance of the balance of 
power in Europe could see with indifference the Kingdom of France, which 
at one time formed so important a weight in this great balance, delivered any 
longer to domestic agitations and to the horrors of disorder and anarchy 
which, so to speak, have destroyed her political existence.”” And when these 
wars approached their conclusion, it was still the purpose of the Allied pow- 
ers, in the words of the Convention of Paris of April 23, 1814, “to put an end 
to the miseries of Europe, and to found her repose upon a just redistribution 
of forces among the nations of which she is composed”; that is, upon a new 
balance of power. The coalitions that fought the Second World War against 
Germany and Japan owed their existence to the same fear, common to all 
their members, of the latter nations’ imperialism, and they pursued the same 
goal of preserving their independence in a new balance of power. Similarly, 
the Western bi- and multilateral alliances have since the late forties pursued 
the ojective of putting a halt to the imperialistic expansion of the Soviet Union 
through the creation of a new world balance of power. - 
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Alliances vs. Counteralliances 


The struggle between an alliance of nations defending their independence 
against one potential conqueror is the most spectacular of the configurations 
to which the balance of power gives rise. The opposition of two alliances, one 
or both pursuing imperialistic goals and defending the independence of their 
members against the imperialistic aspirations of the other coalition, is the 
most frequent configuration within a balance-of-power system. 

To mention only a few of the more important examples: the coalitions 
that fought the Thirty Years’ War under the leadership of France and Swe- 
den, on the one hand, and of Austria, on the other, sought to promote the 
imperialistic ambitions, especially of Sweden and Austria, and, at the same 
time, to keep the ambitions of the other side in check. The several treaties 
settling the affairs of Europe after the Thirty Years’ War tried to establish a 
balance of power serving the latter end. The many coalition wars that filled 
the period between the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713 and the first partition of 
Poland of 1772 all attempted to maintain the balance that the Treaty of 
Utrecht had established and that the decline of Swedish power as well as the 
’ rise of Prussian, Russian, and British strength tended to disturb. The frequent 
changes in the alignments, even while war was in progress, have startled the 
historians and have made the eighteenth century appear to be particularly un- 
principled and devoid of moral consideration. It was against that kind of foreign 
policy that Washington's Farewell Address warned the American people. 

Yet the period in which that foreign policy flourished was the golden age 
of the balance of power in theory as well as in practice. It was during that 
period that most of the literature on the balance of power was published and 
that the princes of Europe looked to the balance of power as the supreme 
principle to guide their conduct in foreign affairs. As Frederick the Great 
wrote: 


It is easy to see that the political body of Europe finds itself in a violent condition: 
it has, so to speak, lost its equilibrium and is in a state where it cannot remain 
for long without risking much. It is with it as it is with the human body which 
subsists only through the mixture of equal quantities of acids and alkalies; when 
either of the two substances predominates, the body resents it and its health is 
considerably affected. And when this substance increases still more, it can cause 
the total destruction of the machine. Thus when the policy and the prudence of 
the princes of Europe lose sight of the maintenance of a just balance among the 
dominant powers, the constitution of the whole body politic resents it: violence 
is found on one side, weakness on the other; in one, the desire to invade every- 
thing, in the other impossibility to prevent it; the most powerful imposes laws, 
the weakest is compelled to subscribe to them; finally, everything concurs in 
augmenting the disorder and the confusion; the most powerful, like an impetuous 
torrent, overflows its banks, carries everything with it, and exposes this unfortun- 
ate body to the most disastrous revolutions.® 


*Frederick the Great, “Considerations on the present state of the political body of Europe,” 
Oeuvres de Frédéric le Grand, Vol. VII (Berlin: Rudolph Decker, 1848), p. 24. I have supplied 
the translation from the French. 
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It is true that the princes allowed themselves to be guided by the balance 
of power in order to further their own interests. By doing so, it was inevitable 
that they would change sides, desert old alliances, and form new ones when- 
ever it seemed to them that the balance of power had been disturbed and 
that a realignment of forces was needed to restore it. In that period, foreign 
policy was indeed a sport of kings, not to be taken more seriously than games 
and gambles, played for strictly limited stakes, and utterly devoid of transcen- 
dent principles of any kind. Since such was the nature of international poli- 
tics, what looks in retrospect like treachery and immorality was then little 
more than an elegant maneuver, a daring piece of strategy, or a finely con- 
trived tactical movement, all executed according to the rules of the game, 
which all players recognized as binding. The balance of power of that period 
was amoral rather than immoral. The technical rules of the art of politics were 
its only standard. Its flexibility, which was its peculiar merit from the techni- 
cal point of view, was the result of imperviousness to moral considerations, 
such as good faith and loyalty, a moral deficiency that to us seems deserving 
of reproach. 

From the beginning of the modern state system at the turn of the fif- 
teenth century to the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815, European nations 
were the active elements in the balance of power. Turkey was the one notable 
exception. Alliances and counteralliances were formed in order to maintain 
the balance or to restore it. The century from 1815 to the outbreak of the 
First World War saw the gradual extension of the European balance of power 
into a world-wide system. One might say that this epoch started with Presi- 
dent Monroe’s message to Congress in 1823, stating what is known as the 
Monroe Doctrine. By declaring the mutual political indpendence of Europe 
and the Western Hemisphere and thus dividing the world, as it were, into 
two political systems, President Monroe laid the groundwork for the subse- 
quent transformation of the European into a world-wide balance-of-power sys- 
tem. 

This transformation was for the first time clearly envisaged and formu- 
lated in the speech George Canning made as British Foreign Secretary to the 
House of Commons on December 12, 1826. Canning had been criticized for 
not having gone to war with France in order to restore the balance of power 
which had been disturbed by the French invasion of Spain. In order to disarm 
his critics, he formulated a new theory of the balance of power. Through the 
instrumentality of British recognition of their independence, he included the 
newly freed Latin-American republics as active elements in the balance. He 
reasoned thus: 


But were there no other means than war for restoring the balance of power?— Is 
the balance of power a fixed and unalterable standard? Or is it not a standard 
perpetuaily varying, as civilization advances, and as new nations spring up, and 
take their place among established political communities? The balance of power 
a century and a half ago was to be adjusted between France and Spain, the 
Netherlands, Austria, and England. Some years after, Russia assumed her high 
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station in European politics. Some years after that again, Prussia became not only 
a substantive, but a preponderating monarchy.—Thus, while the balance of 
power continued in principle the same, the means of adjusting it became more 
varied and enlarged. They became enlarged, in proportion to the increased num- 
ber of considerable states—in proportion, I may say, to the number of weights 
which might be shifted into the one or the other scale. . . . Was there no other 
mode of resistance, than by a direct attack upon France—or by a war to be 
undertaken on the soil of Spain? What, if the possession of Spain might be ren- 
dered harmless in rival hands—harmiess as regarded us—and valueless to the 
possessors? Might not compensation for disparagement be obtained .. . by 
means better adapted to the present time? If France occupied Spain, was it 
necessary, in order to avoid the consequences of that occupation—that we should 
blockade Cadiz? No. I looked another way—lI saw materials for compensation in 
another hemisphere. Contemplating Spain, such as our ancestors had known her, 
I resolved that if France had Spain, it should not be Spain “with the Indies.” 1 
called the New World into existence, to redress the balance of the Old.! 


This development toward a world-wide balance of power operating by 
means of alliances and counteralliances was consummated in the course of the 
First World War, in which practically all nations of the world participated 
actively on one or the other side. The very designation of that war as a 
“world” war points to the consummation of the development. 

In contrast to the Second World War, however, the First World War had 
its origins exclusively in the fear of a disturbance of the European balance of 
power, which was threatened in two regions: Belgium and the Balkans. Bel- 
gium, located at the northeastern frontier of France and guarding the eastern 
approaches to the English Channel, found itself a focal point of great power 
competition, without being strong enough to participate actively in that com- 
petition. That the independence of Belgium was necessary for the balance of 
power in Europe was axiomatic. Its annexation by any of the great European 
nations would of necessity make that nation too powerful for the security of 
the others. This was recognized from the very moment when Belgium gained 
its independence with the active support of Great Britain, Austria, Russia, 
Prussia, and France. These nations, assembled at a conference in London, 
declared on February 19, 1831, that “They had the right, and the events 
imposed upon them the duty to see to it that the Belgian provinces, after they 
had become independent, did not jeopardize the general security and the 
European balance of power.’ 

In furtherance of that aim, in 1839 the five nations concerned concluded 
a treaty in which they declared Belgium to be “an independent and perpetu- 
ally neutral state” under the collective guaranty of the five signatories. This 
declaration sought to prevent Belgium forever from participating, on one or 
the other side, in the European balance of power. It was the German viola- 





"Speeches of the Right Honourable George Canning (London, 1836), Vol. V1, pp. 109~11. 
*Protocols of Conferences in London Relative to the Affairs of Belgium (1830-31), p. 60. 
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tion of Belgium's neutrality which in 1914 crystallized the threat to the bal- 
ance of power emanating from Germany and enabled Great Britain to justify 
its participation in the war on the side of France, Russia, and their allies. 

The concern of Austria, Great Britain, and Russia in the preservation of 
the balance of power in the Balkans was concomitant with the weakening of 
Turkish power in that region. The Crimean War of 1854—56 was fought by an 
alliance of France, Great Britain, and Turkey against Russia for the purpose 
of maintaining the balance of power in the Balkans. The alliance treaty of 
March 13, 1854, declared “that the existence of the Ottoman Empire in its 
present extent, is of essential importance to the balance of power among the 
states of Europe.” The subsequent rivalries and wars, especially the events 
that led to the Congress of Berlin of 1878 and the Balkan Wars of 1912 and 
1913, are all overshadowed by the fear that one of the nations mainly inter- 
ested in the Balkans might gain an increase in that region out of proportion 
to the power of the other nations concerned. 

In the years immediately preceding the First World War, the balance of 
power in the Balkans increased in importance; for, since the Triple Alliance 
between Austria, Germany, and Italy seemed approximately to balance the 
Triple Entente between France, Russia, and Great Britain, the power com- 
bination that gained a decisive advantage in the Balkans might easily gain a 
decisive advantage in the over-all European balance of power. It was this fear 
that motivated Austria in July 1914 to try to settle its accounts with Serbia 
once and for all, and that induced Germany to support Austria uncondition- 
ally. It was the same fear that brought Russia to the support of Serbia, and 
France to the support of Russia. In his telegraphic message of August 2, 1914, 
to George V of England, the Russian Czar summed the situation up well 
when he said that the effect of the predominance of Austria over Serbia 
“would have been to upset balance of power in Balkans, which is of such vital 
interest to my Empire as well as to those Powers who desire maintenance of 
balance of power in Europe. . . . I trust your country will not fai] to support 
France and Russia in fighting to maintain balance of power in Europe.” 

After the First World War, France maintained permanent alliances with 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania and, in 1935, concluded an 
alliance—which was, however, not implemented—with the Soviet Union. 
This policy can be understood as a kind of preventive balance-of-power policy 
which anticipated Germany’s comeback and attempted to maintain the status 
quo of Versailles in the face of such an eventuality. On the other hand, the 
formation in 1936 of an alliance between Germany, Italy, and Japan, called 
the Axis, was intended as a counterweight against the alliance between 
France and the Eastern European nations, which would at the same time 
neutralize the Soviet Union. 





“British Documents on the Origins of the War, 1898-1914 (London: His Majesty's Stationery 
Office, 1926), Vol. XI, p. 276. 
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Thus the period between the two world wars stands in fact under the 
sign of the balance of power by alliances and counteralliances, although in 
theory the principle of the balance of power was supposed to have been su- 
perseded by the League of Nations principle of collective security. Yet, ac- 
tually, collective security, as will be shown later in greater detail,‘ did not 
abolish the balance of power. Rather, it reaffirmed it in the form of a universal 
alliance against any potential aggressor, the presumption being that such an 
alliance would always outweigh the aggressor. Collective security differs, 
however, from the balance of power in the principle of association by virtue 
of which the alliance is formed. Balance-of-power alliances are formed by cer- 
tain individual nations against other individual nations or an alliance of them 
on the basis of what those individual nations regard as their separate national 
interests. The organizing principle of collective security is the respect for the 
moral and legal obligation to consider an attack by any nation upon any mem- 
ber of the alliance as an attack upon all members of the alliance. Conse- 
quently, collective security is supposed to operate automatically; that is, 
aggression calls the counteralliance into operation at once and, therefore, pro- 
tects peace and security with the greatest possible efficiency. Alliances within 
a balance-of-power system, on the other hand, are frequently uncertain in 
actual operation, since they are dependent upon political considerations of the 
individual nations. The defection of Italy from the Triple Alliance in 1915 and 
the disintegration of the French system of alliances between 1935 and 1939 
illustrate this weakness of the balance of power. 


THE “HOLDER” OF THE BALANCE 


Whenever the balance of power is to be realized by means of an alliance— 
and this has been generally so throughout the history of the Western world— 
two possible variations of this pattern have to be distinguished. To use the 
metaphor of the balance, the system may consist of two scales, in each of 
which are to be found the nation or nations identified with the same policy of 
the status quo or of imperialism. The continental nations of Europe have gen- 
erally operated the balance of power in this way. 

The system may, however, consist of two scales plus a third element, the 
“holder” of the balance or the “balancer.” The balancer is not permanently 
identified with the policies of either nation or group of nations. Its only ob- 
jective within the system is the maintenance of the balance, regardless of the 
concrete policies the balance will serve. In consequence, the holder of the 
balance will throw its weight at one time in this scale, at another time in the 
other scale, guided only by one consideration—the relative position of the 
scales. Thus it will put its weight always in the scale that seems to be higher 





‘See Chapter 24. 
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than the other because it is lighter. The balancer may become in a relatively 
short span of history consecutively the friend and foe of all major powers, 
provided they all consecutively threaten the balance by approaching predom- 
inance over the others and are in turn threatened by others about to gain 
such predominance. To paraphrase a statement of Palmerston: While the 
holder of the balance has no permanent friends, it has no permanent enemies 
either; it has only the permanent interest of maintaining the balance of power 
itself. 

The balancer is in a position of “splendid isolation.” It is isolated by its 
own choice; for, while the two scales of the balance must vie with each other 
to add its weight to theirs in order to gain the overweight necessary for suc- 
cess, it must refuse to enter into permanent ties with either side. The holder 
of the balance waits in the middle in watchful detachment to see which scale 
is likely to sink. Its isolation is “splendid”; for, since its support or lack of 
support is the decisive factor in the struggle for power, its foreign policy, if 
cleverly managed, is able to extract the highest price from those whom it 
supports. But since this support, regardless of the price paid for it, is always 
uncertain and shifts from one side to the other in accordance with the move- 
ments of the balance, its policies are resented and subject to condemnation 
on moral grounds. Thus it has been said of the outstanding balancer in mod- 
ern times, Great Britain, that it lets others fight its wars, that it keeps Europe 
divided in order to dominate the continent, and that the fickleness of its pol- 
icies is such as to make alliances with Great Britain impossible. “Perfidious 
Albion” has become a byword in the mouths of those who either were unable 
to gain Great Britain’s support, however hard they tried, or else lost it after 
they had paid what seemed to them too high a price. 

The holder of the balance occupies the key position in the balance-of- 
power system, since its position determines the outcome of the struggle for 
power. It has, therefore, been called the “arbiter” of the system, deciding 
who will win and who will lose. By making it impossible for any nation or 
combination of nations to gain predominance over the others, it preserves its 
own independence as well as the independence of all the other nations, and 
is thus a most powerful factor in international politics. 

The holder of the balance can use this power in three different ways. It 
can make its joining one or the other nation or alliance dependent upon cer- 
tain conditions favorable to the maintenance or restoration of the balance. It 
can make its support of the peace settlement dependent upon similar condi- 
tions. It can, finally, in either situation see to it that the objectives of its own 
national policy, apart from the maintenance of the balance of power, are re- 
alized in the process of balancing the power of others. 

France under Louis XIV and Italy in the decade before the First World 
War attempted to play this role of arbiter of the European balance of power. 
But France was too deeply involved in the struggle for power on the Euro- 
pean continent, too much a part of its balance of power, and too much lacking 
in the commanding superiority to play that role successfully. Italy, on the 
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other hand, had not enough weight to throw around to give it the key position 
in the balance of power. For this reason it earned only the moral condemna- 
tion, but not the respect, that similar policies had brought Great Britain. Only 
Venice in the sixteenth century and Great Britain since the reign of Henry 
VII were able to make the holding of the balance between other nations one 
of the cornerstones of their foreign policies, using the three methods men- 
tioned above either severally or jointly. 

The idea appzared for the first time with reference to the Venetians in a 
letter written in 1553 by Queen Mary of Hungary to the imperial ambassador 
in England. She pointed out that the Italians had good reason to oppose 
France; but, she continued: “You know how they fear the power of the one 
and of the other of the two princes [Charles V and Francis I] and how they 
are concerned to balance their power.” In the following years, on the occa- 
sion of Venice's refusals of French offers of alliance, French statesmen char- 
acterized the foreign policy of Venice in similar terms, with special reference 
to the aspects of isolation and detachment from alliances with either side. In 
1554 for instance, Henry II of France was reported by a Venetian ambassador 
to have explained such refusals by the fear of Venice that in the event of the 
death of Charles V Spain might become inferior to France; Venice, however, 
tried to “keep things in balance (tener le cose in equale stato).” Another Vene- 
tian ambassador reported in 1558 that the French explained the foreign policy 
of Venice by its suspicion of the increase in power of France and Spain. Ven- 
ice wanted to prevent “that the balance tip to either side (que la bilancia non 
pendesse da alcuna parte).” The ambassador added that “this policy is being 
praised and even admired by intelligent people; in these turbulent times the 
weak find protection nowhere but in the Republic of Venice and therefore all 
Italians in particular, desire her indpendence and welcome her armaments.”° 

The classic example of the balancer has, however, been provided by 
Great Britain. To Henry VIII is attributed the maxim: cui adhaero praeest 
(he whom I support will prevail). He is reported to have had himself painted 
holding in his right hand a pair of scales in perfect balance, one of them 
occupied by France, the other by Austria, and holding in his left hand a 
weight ready to be dropped in either scale. Of England under Elizabeth I it 
was said “that France and Spain are as it were the Scales in the Balance of 
Europe and England the Tongue or the Holder of the Balance. "T In 1624, a 
French pamphlet invited King Jacob to follow the glorious example of Eliza- 
beth and Henry VIII, “who played his role so well between the Emperor 
Charles V and King Francis by making himself feared and flattered by both 
and by holding, as it were, the balance between them.” 





'Papiers d Etat du Cardinal de Granvelle (Paris, 1843), Vol. IV, p. 121. 

*Eugeno Albéri, Le Relazioni degli Ambiasciatori Veneti al Senato, Series I (Firenze, 1862), 
Vol. I], pp. 287, 464. 

7William Camden, Annales of the History of the Most Renowned and Victorious Princess 
Elizabeth, Late Queen of England (London, 1635), p. 196. 
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With the appearance of Louis XIV as a new aspirant for the universal 
monarchy, it became more and more common, in England and elsewhere, to 
consider it the English mission to act as “arbiter of Europe” by keeping the 
Hapsburgs and France in balance. This same standard was applied critically 
to the foreign policies of Charles IJ and James II, who made common cause 
with Louis XIV, the strongest rival of British power, against the Netherlands, 
and in support of the anti-French policies of William III. With the War of the 
Spanish Succession, that standard was erected into a dogma, especially in 
England. It remained, as applied to ever new combinations of powers, prac- 
tically unchallenged until the Manchester liberals after the middle of the 
nineteenth century advocated complete and permanent detachment from the 
affairs of the European continent—that is, isolationism—as the principle of 
British foreign policy. As the tradition and practice of British diplomacy, this 
variety of the balance of power seems to have disappeared only in recent 
years with the decline of British, and the growth of American and Russian, 
power.” When that tradition and practice were about to disappear, Sir Win- 
ston Churchill summarized it most eloquently in a speech to the Conservative 
Members Committee on Foreign Affairs in March 1936: 


For four hundred years the foreign policy of England has been to oppose the 
strongest, most aggressive, most dominating Power on the Continent, and partic- 
ularly to prevent the Low Countries falling into the hands of such a Power. 
Viewed in the light of history these four centuries of consistent purpose amid so 
many changes of names and facts, of circumstances and conditions, must rank as 
one of the most remarkable episodes which the records of any race, nation, state 
or people can show. Moreover, on all occasions England took the more difficult 
course. Faced by Philip II of Spain, against Louis XIV under William III and 
Marlborough, against Napoleon, against William II of Germany, it would have 
been easy and must have been very tempting to join with the stronger and share 
the fruits of his conquest. However, we always took the harder course, joined 
with the less strong Powers, made a combination among them, and thus defeated 
and frustrated the Continental military tyrant whoever he was, whatever nation 
he led. Thus we preserved the liberties of Europe, protected the growth of its 
vivacious and varied society, and emerged after four terrible struggles with an 
ever-growing fame and widening Empire, and with the Low Countries safely 
protected in their independence. Here is the wonderful unconscious tradition of 
British foreign policy.. All our thoughts rest in that tradition today. I know of 
nothing which has occurred to alter or weaken the justice, wisdom, valour and 
prudence upon which our ancestors acted. I know of nothing that has happened 
to human nature which in the slightest degree alters the validity of their conclu- 
sions. I know of nothing in military, political, economic, or scientific fact which 
makes me feel that we are less capable. I know of nothing which makes me feel 
that we might not, or cannot, march along the same road. I venture to put this 
very general proposition before you because it seems to me that if it is accepted 
everything else becomes much more simple. 





On this point, see the detailed discussion in Chapter 21. 
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Observe that the policy of England takes no account of which nation it is 
that seeks the overlordship of Europe. The question is not whether it is Spain, 
or the French Monarchy, or the French Empire, or the German Empire, or the 
Hitler regime. It has nothing to do with rulers or nations; it is concerned solely 
with whoever is the strongest or the potentially dominating tyrant. Therefore we 
should not be afraid of being accused of being pro-French or anti-German. If the 
circumstances were reversed, we could equally be pro-German and anti-French. 
It is a law of public policy which we are following, and not a mere expedient 
dictated by accidental circumstances, or likes and dislikes, or any other senti- 
ment. 


*Winston S., Churchill. The Second World War, Vol. I, The Gathering Storm (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1948), pp. 207-8. Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) 
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DOMINANT AND DEPENDENT SYSTEMS 


We have spoken thus far of the balance of power as if it were one single 
system comprehending all nations actively engaged in international politics. 
Closer observation, however, reveals that such a system is frequently com- 
posed of a number of subsystems that are interrelated with each other, but 
that maintain within themselves a balance of power of their own. The inter- 
relationship between the different systems is generally one of subordination, 
in the sense that one dominates because of the relatively great weight accu- 
mulated in its scales, while the others are, as it were, attached to the scales 
of that dominant system. 

Thus, in the sixteenth century, the dominant balance of power operated 
between France and the Hapsburgs, while at the same time an autonomous 
system kept the Italian states in equilibrium. In the latter part of the seven- 
teenth century a separate balance of power developed in Northern Europe 
out of the challenge with which the rise of Swedish power confronted the 
nations adjacent to the Baltic Sea. The transformation of Prussia into a first- 
rate power in the eighteenth century brought about a particular German bal- 
ance of power, the other scale of which had Austria as its main weight. This 
autonomous system, “a little Europe within the great,” was dissolved only in 
1866 with the expulsion of Austria from the Germanic Confederation as a 
consequence of the Prusso-Austrian War of the same year. The eighteenth 
century saw also the development of an Eastern balance of power occasioned 
by the ascendancy of Russia. The partitions of Poland, by virtue of the prin- 
ciple of compensations, between Russia, Prussia, and Austria are the first 
spectacular manifestations of that new system. 

Throughout the nineteenth century until] the present day, the balance of 
power in the Balkans has been of concern to the nations of Europe. As early 


218 ~ 


_ The Structure of the Balance of Power 219 


as 1790 Turkey concluded a treaty with Prussia in which the latter promised 
to go to war with Austria and Russia “because of the prejudice which the 
enemies, in crossing the Danube, have brought to the desirable and necessary 
balance of power.” In the latter part of the nineteenth century one began to 
speak of an African balance of power with reference to a certain equilibrium 
among the colonial acquisitions of the great powers. Later on, the balance of 
power in the Western Hemisphere, in the Pacific, in the Far and Near East 
were added to the diplomatic vocabulary. One even spoke of an “Austrian 
equilibrium”; and of the Austrian monarchy with its antagonistic nationalities 
it was said that it “is constrained to apply to itself the rules of conduct which 
the powers of Europe with their perpetual rivalries follow with regard to each 
other.” 

It is not by accident that the autonomy of such local balance-of-power 
systems is the greater and their subordination to a dominant system the less 
noticeable, the more removed they are physically from the center of the 
struggle for power—the more they operate at the periphery of the dominant 
system, out of reach of the dominant nations. Thus an Italian balance of power 
could develop during the fifteenth century in relative autonomy, while the 
great nations of Europe were occupied in other regions. For the better part 
of the history of Western civilization the different balance-of-power systems 
of Asia, Africa, and America were entirely independent of the configurations 
of the European nations, to the point of being hardly known to them. 

The balance of power in the Western Hemisphere up to the Second 
World War and in Eastern Europe until the end of the eighteenth century 
owe their relative autonomous development to their location at the periphery 
of the power centers of the time. The partitions of Poland which were in- 
tended to preserve the balance of power in Eastern Europe were executed 
by the directly interested nations without interference of any other nation. 
The alliance concluded in 1851 between Brazil and Uruguay against Argentina 
for the purpose of maintaining the balance of power in South America had 
only a very remote connection with the European balance of power. On the 
other hand, it has now become possible to speak of an autonomous African 
balance of power. Since the indigenous peoples of Africa have started to com- 
pete for power with each other and with non-African nations, Africa is no 
longer solely an object of the struggle for power centered elsewhere. 

The more intimately a local balance of power is connected with the dom- 
inant one, the less opportunity it has to operate autonomously and the more 
it tends to become merely a localized manifestation of the dominant balance 
of power. The balance of power within the German Confederation from Fred- 
erick the Great to the War of 1866 presents an intermediate situation between 
full autonomy and complete integration. It combines a certain degree of au- 
tonomy with integration into the dominant system. While the equilibrium 


‘Albert Sorel, L’Europe et la révolution francaise (Paris: E. Plon, 1885), Vol. I, p. 443. 
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between Prussia and Austria was, as we have seen,” a precondition for the 
preservation of the liberties of the members of the Germanic Confederation, 
this equilibrium was also indispensable for the maintenance of the European 
balance of power as a whole. 

The German balance thus fulfilled a dual function: one within its own 
framework, another for the general system of which it was a part. Conversely, 
the fusion of Prussia and Austria or the domination of one by the other would 
not only have been destructive of the independence of the individual German 
states but would as well have threatened the freedom of the other European 
nations. “If Europe,” as Edmund Burke put it, “does not conceive the in- 
dependence and the equilibrium of the empire to be in the very essence of 
the system of balance of power in Europe . . . all the politics of Europe for 
more than two centuries have been miserably erroneous.”” The perpetuation 
of the balance between Prussia and Austria was, therefore, in the interest not 
only of the other members of the Germanic Confederation but of all European 
nations. 

When, as a consequence of the War of 1866, Prussia and later Germany 
gained a permanent advantage over Austria which destroyed the balance be- 
tween the two nations and made Germany predominant in Europe, it became 
one of the functions of the European balance of power to preserve at least the 
independence of Austria against infringement by its stronger neighbor. It was 
in consequence of that permanent European interest that after the First 
World War the victorious Allies sought by legal, economic, and political mea- 
sures to prevent the fusion of Austria with Germany. Moreover, it was within 
the logic of this situation that Hitler regarded the annexation of Austria as a 
necessary stepping stone on the road toward the overthrow of the European 
balance of power. 

The balance of power in the Balkans has fulfilled a similar function since 
the last decades of the nineteenth century. Here, too, the maintenance of a 
balance of power among the Balkan nations has been regarded as a prerequi- 
site for the maintenance of the European balance. Whenever the local balance 
was threatened, the great nations of Europe intervened in order to restore it. 
The statement of the Russian Czar at the beginning of the First World War, 
quoted above,‘ clearly illustrates that connection. 


STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN THE BALANCE OF POWER® 


In recent times the relations between the dominant balance of power and the 
local systems have shown an ever increasing tendency to change to the detri- 


"See page 196. 

‘Works, Vol. IV (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1889), p. 330. 
‘See page 212. 

*For other structural changes, see pages 209 ff. and Chapter 21. 
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ment of the autonomy of the local systems. The reasons for this development 
lie in the structural changes that the dominant balance of power has under- 
gone since the First World War and that became manifest in the Second. We 
have already indicated the gradual expansion of the dominant balance-of- 
power system from Western and Central Europe to the rest of the continent, 
and from there to other continents, until finally the First World War saw all 
the nations of the earth actively participating in a world-wide balance of 
power. 

Hand in hand with the consummation of this expansion went a shift of 
the main weights of the balance from Europe to other continents. At the 
outbreak of the First World War in 1914, the main weights in the balance 
were predominantly European: Great Britain, France, and Russia in one 
scale, Germany and Austria in the other. At the end of the Second World 
War, the principal weights in each scale were either entirely non-European, 
as in the case of the United States, or predominantly non-European, as in the 
case of the Soviet Union. In consequence, the whole structure of the world 
balance of power has changed. At the end of the First World War and even 
at the beginning of the Second, the two scales of the balance, so to speak, 
were still in Europe: only the weights of the scales came from all] over the 
earth. The main protagonists of the power contest and the principal stakes for 
which it was fought were still predominantly European. To paraphrase the 
words of George Canning, already quoted, non-European powers were called 
in only for the purpose of redressing the balance of power of Europe. In 
Churchill’s words of 1940, “The New World, with all its power and might, 
steps forth to the rescue and the liberation of the Old.” 

Today the balance of power of Europe is no longer the center of world 
politics around which local balances would group themselves, either in inti- 
mate connection or in lesser or greater autonomy. Today the European bal- 
ance of power has become a mere function of the world-wide balance of which 
the United States and the Soviet Union are the main weights, placed on op- 
posite scales. The distribution of power in Europe is only one of the concrete 
issues over which the power contests between the United States and the So- 
viet Union is being waged. 

What is true of the formerly dominant system is true of all the traditional 
local systems as well. The balance of power in the Balkans, no less than the 
balances in the Near and Far East, have shared the fate of the general Euro- 
pean system. They have become mere functions of the new world-wide bal- 
ance, mere “theaters” where the power contest between the two great pro- 
tagonists is fought out. One might say that of all the local balance-of-power 
systems only the South American system has retained a certain measure of 
autonomy, protected as it is by the predominance of the United States. ® 


“For the causes responsible for the destruction of most of those autonomous systems, see 
Chapter 21. 


I4 


Evaluation of the 
Balance of Power 


Considering especially its changed structure, how are we to evaluate the bal- 
ance of power and to assess its future usefulness for the preservation of peace 
and security in the modern world? 

In explaining its nature and operation, we have stressed its inevitable 
connection with, and protective function for, a multiple-state system. 
Throughout its history of more than four hundred years the policy of the 
balance of power succeeded in preventing any one state from gaining univer- 
sal dominion. It also succeeded in preserving the existence of all members of 
the modern state system from the conclusion of the Thirty Years’ War in 1648 
to the partitions of Poland at the end of the eighteenth century. Yet universal 
dominion by any one state was prevented only at the price of warfare, which 
from 1648 to 1815 was virtually continuous and in the twentieth century has 
twice engulfed practically the whole world. And the two periods of stability, 
one starting in 1648, the other in 1815, were preceded by the wholesale elim- 
ination of small states and were interspersed, starting with the destruction of 
Poland, by a great number of isolated acts of a similar nature. 

What is important for our discussion is the fact that these acts were ac- 
complished in the name of the very principle of the balance of power whose 
chief claim to serve as the fundamental principle of the modern state system 
had been that it was indispensable for the preservation of the independence 
of the individual states. Not only did the balance of power fail to protect the 
independence of Poland, but the very principle of territorial compensation to 
each member for the territorial aggrandizement of any other member brought 
about the destruction of the Polish state. The destruction of Poland in the 
name of the balance of power was but the first and most spectacular instance 
of a series of partitions, annexations, and destructions of independent states 
which, from 1815 to the present, have all been accomplished in application of 
that same principle. Failure to fulfill its function for individual states and fail- 
ure to fulfill it for the state system as a whole by any means other than actual 
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or potential warfare points up the three main weaknesses of the balance of 
power as the guiding principle of international politics: its uncertainty, its 
unreality, and its inadequacy. 


THE UNCERTAINTY OF THE BALANCE OF POWER 


The idea of a balance among a number of nations for the purpose of prevent- 
ing any one of them from becoming strong enough to threaten the indepen- 
dence of the others is a metaphor taken from the field of mechanics. It was 
appropriate to the way of thinking of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eigh- 
teenth centuries, which liked to picture society and the whole universe as a 
gigantic mechanism, a machine or a clockwork, created and kept in motion 
by the divine watchmaker. Within that mechanism, and within the smaller 
mechanisms composing it, the mutual relations of the individual parts could 
be, it was believed, exactly determined by means of mechanical calculations, 
and their actions and reactions accurately foreseen. The metaphor of two 
scales kept in balance by an equal distribution of weights on either side, pro- 
viding the mechanism for the maintenance of stability and order on the inter- 
national scene, has its origin in this mechanistic philosophy. It was applied to 
the practical affairs of international politics in the spirit of that philosophy. 

The balance of power, mechanically conceived, is in need of an easily 
recognizable quantitative criterion by which the relative power of a number 
of nations can be measured and compared. For it is only by means of such a 
criterion, comparable to the pounds and ounces of a real pair of scales, that 
one can say with any degree of assurance that a certain nation tends to be- 
come more powerful than another or that they tend to maintain a balance of 
power between them. Furthermore, it is only by means of such a criterion 
that variations in power can be converted into quantitative units to be trans- 
ferred from one scale to the other in order to restore the balance. The theory 
and practice of the balance of power found such a criterion, as we have seen, 
in territory, population, and armaments. The policies of compensations and of 
competitive armaments have served throughout the history of the modern 
state system as the practical application of that criterion. 

But does the power of a nation actually repose in the extension of its 
territory? Is a nation the more powerful the more territory it possesses? Our 
examination of the factors that make for the power of a nation has shown that 
the answer can be in the affirmative only with qualifications so far-reaching as 
almost to nullify the affirmative character of the answer. The size of French 
territory was greater at the end of Louis XIV’s reign than it had been at its 
beginning, but France was weaker at the end of the reign than it had been at 
its beginning. The same inverse relation of size of territory and national power 
is revealed by a comparison of Prussian territory and power at the death of 
Frederick the Great in 1786 with the same factors ten years later. Until the 
beginning of the nineteenth century, Spain and Turkey possessed vast terri- 
tories exceeding in size the territories of any of the major nations of Europe. 
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But they were counted among the weakest nations actively engaged in inter- 
national politics. While geography, of which territorial expansion is a part, is 
indeed a factor that goes into the making of national power, it is but one 
among other factors. Even if one takes into consideration, after the model of 
the compensations at the turn of the eighteenth century, the quality of the 
territory and the quality and quantity of the population within it, one still 
deals with fewer than all the factors of which the power of a nation is com- 
posed. The same holds true if one makes the quantity and quality of arma- 
ments the standard of comparison. 

National character and, above all, national morale and the quality of gov- 
ernment, especially in the conduct of foreign affairs, are the most important, 
but also the most elusive, components of national power. It is impossible for 
the observer of the contemporary scene or the explorer of future trends to 
assess even with approximate accuracy the relative contributions these ele- 
ments may make to the power of different nations. Furthermore, the quality 
of these contributions is subject to incessant change, unnoticeable at the mo- 
ment the change actually takes place and revealed only in the actual test of 
crisis and war. Rational calculation of the relative strength of several nations, 
which is the very lifeblood of the balance of power, becomes a series of 
guesses the correctness of which can be ascertained only in retrospect.’ As 
Bolingbroke, one of the great practitioners of the balance of power, put it: 


The precise point at which the scales of power turn, like that of the solstice in 
either tropic, is imperceptible to common observation; and, in one case as in the 
other, some progress must be made in the new direction, before the change is 
perceived. They who are in the sinking scale, for in the political balance of 
power, unlike to all others, the scale that is empty sinks, and that which is full 
rises; they who are in the sinking scale do not easily come off from the habitual 
prejudices of superior wealth, or power, or skill, or courage, nor from the confi- 
dence that these prejudices inspire. They who are in the rising scale do not 
immediately feel their strength, nor assume that confidence in it which successful 
experience gives them afterwards. They who are the most concerned to watch 
the variations of this balance, misjudge often in the same manner, and from the 
same prejudices. They continue to dread a power no longer able to hurt them, 
or they continue to have no apprehensions of a power that grows daily more 
formidable.” | 


An eighteenth-century opponent of the balance of power tried to dem- 
onstrate the absurdity of the calculations common at the time by asking which 
of two princes was more powerful: one who possessed three pounds of mili- 
tary strength, four pounds of statesmanship, five pounds of zeal, and two 
pounds of ambition, or one who had twelve pounds of military strength, but 
only one pound of all the other qualities? The author gives the advantage to 
the former prince, but whether his answer will be correct under all circum- 





‘See the extensive discussion of this problem in Chapter 10. 
*On the Study and Use of History,” The Works of Lord Bolingbroke, Vol. I (Philadelphia: 
Carey and Hart, 1841), p. 258. _ 
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stances is certainly open to question, even under the assumption—patently 
hypothetical—that the quantitative determination of the relative weight of 
these different qualities were possible. 

This uncertainty of power calculations is inherent in the nature of na- 
tional power itself. It will therefore come into play even in the most simple 
pattern of the balance of power; that is, when one nation opposes another. 
This uncertainty is, however, immeasurably magnified when the weights in 
one or the other or in both scales are composed not of single units but of 
alliances. Then it becomes necessary to compute not only one’s own and the 
opponent's national power and to correlate one with the other, but to perform 
the same operation on the national power of one’s allies and those of the 
opponent. The risk of guessing is greatly aggravated when one must assess 
the power of nations belonging to a different civilization from one’s own. It is 
difficult enough to evaluate the power of Great Britain or of France. It is 
much more difficult to make a correct assessment of the power of China, 
Japan, or even the Soviet Union. The crowning uncertainty, however, lies in 
the fact that one cannot always be sure who are one’s own allies and who are 
' the opponent's. Alignments by virtue of alliance treaties are not always iden- 
tical with the alliances that oppose each other in the actual contest of war. 

One of the masters of the balance of power, Frederick the Great, made 
wise by sad experiences, called the attention of his successor to this problem. 
He said in his Political Testament of 1768: 


A frequently deceptive art of conjecture serves as foundation for most of the great 
political designs. One takes as one’s point of departure the most certain factor 
one knows of, combines it, as well as one can, with other factors, but imperfectly 
known, and draws therefrom the most correct conclusions possible. In order to 
make that clearer, I shall give an example. Russia seeks to gain the support of 
the King of Denmark. She promises him the duchy of Holstein-Gottorp, which 
belongs to the Russian Grand Duke, and hopes in this way to gain his support 
forever. But the King of Denmark is fickle. How can one foresee all the ideas 
that might pass through that young head? The favorites, mistresses and ministers, 
who will take hold of his mind and offer him advantages from another power 
which appear to him to be greater than those offered by Russia, are they not 
going to make him change sides as an ally? A similar uncertainty, although every 
time in another form, dominates all operations of foreign policy so that great 
alliances have often a result contrary to the one planned by their members.°® 


These words, written when the classical period of the balance of power 
was drawing to a close, lose nothing of their poignancy when tested by the 
events of recent history. The composition of the alliances and counteralliances 
which one might have foreseen in August 1938, immediately before the de- 
nouement of the Czechoslovakian crisis, was certainly quite different from 
that which came to pass a year later, at the outbreak of the Second World 
War, and from that which developed more than two years later in conse- 


‘Die politischen Testamente Friedrichs des Grossen (Berlin, 1920), p. 192. 
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quence of the attack upon Pearl Harbor. No statesman, however great his 
knowledge, wisdom, and foresight, could have anticipated all these develop- 
ments and based his balance-of-power policies upon them. 

Immediately before the outbreak of the First World War in July 1914, it 
was by no means certain whether Italy would fulfill its obligations under the 
Treaty of the Triple Alliance and join Germany and Austria in a war against 
France, Great Britain, and Russia, whether it would remain neutral, or 
whether it would join the other side. Nor were the responsible statesmen of 
Germany and Austria certain, as late as July 30, 1914, that Russia would op- 
pose Austria in order to maintain the balance of power in the Balkans. On 
that day, the British Ambassador to Germany reported to his government as 
the opinion held by these statesmen “that a general war was out of the ques- 
tion as Russia neither could, nor wanted to, go to war.’“ According to the 
reports of the British Ambassador, the same belief was held at Vienna. 

Nor was it evident to everybody concerned that Great Britain would en- 
ter the First World War on the side of France and Russia. As late as June 1, 
1914, the British Secretary of Foreign Affairs declared in the House of Com- 
mons, confirming a declaration of the Prime Minister made the previous year, 
that Great Britain was bound by no obligation, unknown to Parliament and to 
the public, that might lead it into war. The British government was convinced 
that the secret exchange of letters between the Secretary of Foreign Affairs 
and the French Ambassador, which had taken place in November 1912, did 
not affect its freedom of action in case of a continental war. The French and 
Russian governments relied upon British intervention without being certain 
of it.> The British Ambassador reported from Berlin on July 30, 1914, that the 


*British Documents, on the Origins of the War, 1898-1914 (London: His Majesty's Stationery 
Office, 1926), Vol. XI, p. 361. 

5How ambiguous the situation was'which this exchange of letters created is evident from the 
text of the letter that Sir Edward Grey, British Foreign Secretary, wrote on November 22, 1912, 
to Mr. Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador to Great Britain, and that is substantially reiterated 
by the French Ambassador's reply of the next day. 

“From time to time in recent years the French and British naval and military experts have 
consulted together. It has always been understood that such consultation does not restrict the 
freedom of either Government to decide at any future time whether or not to assist the other by 
armed force. We have agreed that consultation between experts is not, and ought not to be 
regarded as, an engagement that commits either Government to action in a contingency that has 
not arisen and may never arise. The disposition, for instance, of the French and British fleets 
respectively at the present moment is not based upon an engagement to co-operate in war. 

“You have, however, pointed out that, if either Government had grave reason to expect an 
unprovoked attack by a third Power, it might become essential to know whether it could in that 
event depend upon the armed assistance of the other. 

“I agree that, if either Government had grave reason to expect an unprovoked attack by a 
third Power, or something that threatened the general peace, it should immediately discuss with 
the other whether both Governments should act together to prevent aggression and to preserve 
peace, and, if so, what measures they would be prepared to take in common. If these measures 
involved action, the plans of the General Staffs would at once be taken into consideration, and 
the Governments would then decide what effect should be given to them.” Collected Diplomatic 
Documents Relating to the Outbreak of the European War (London: His Majesty's Stationery 
Office, 1915), p. 80. 

The ambiguity of the situation is also well illustrated by the Czar’s telegram quoted on page 
174. - 
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French Ambassador “is continuously scolding me about England keeping her 
intentions so dark and says that the only way by which a general war can be 
prevented is by. . . stating. . . that England will fight on the side of France 
and Russia.”"° The governments of the Central Powers were altogether igno- 
rant of this exchange of letters until after the First World War had actually 
broken out. Thus they assumed that Great Britain would remain neutral: 
“, . . up to the last moment,” reports the British Ambassador to Berlin, “they 
thought England would not come in.”’ Therefore, they concluded that the 
balance of power favored them. France and Russia started with the opposite 
assumption and arrived at the opposite conclusion. 

The British policy of secrecy about Britain's commitments toward France 
has been widely criticized on the ground that Germany would never have 
gone to war against France and Russia if it had known in advance that Great 
Britain would join the latter powers; that is, if it had been able to make its 
balance-of-power calculations in knowledge of the Anglo-French agreement of 
November 1912. However, neither the British nor the French and Russian 

governments were themselves entirely sure beforehand what this agreement 
~ would mean for the balance of power in August 1914. Therefore, even if the 
German government had known about the agreement it could not have been 
certain what the actual distribution of power would be on the eve of the First 
World War. It is in this condition of extreme uncertainty, inherent in any 
balance-of-power system composed of alliances, that one must seek the rea- 
sons for the failure of the balance of power to prevent the First World War. 
The German Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs expressed spontaneously the 
insecurity to which the system of alliance and counteralliances had led when 
he said to the British Ambassador on August 1, 1914, that Germany, France, 
“and perhaps England” had been drawn into the war, “None of whom wanted 
war in the least and. . . that it came from ‘this d——d system of alliances’ 
which were the curse of modern times.” 


THE UNREALITY OF THE BALANCE OF POWER 


This uncertainty of all power calculations not only makes the balance of power 
incapable of practical application but leads also to its very negation in prac- 
tice. Since no nation can be sure that its calculation of the distribution of 
power at any particular moment in history is correct, it must at least make 
sure that its errors, whatever they may be, will not put the nation at a dis- 
advantage in the contest for power. In other words, the nation must try to 
have at least a margin of safety which will allow it to make erroneous calcu- 
lations and stil] maintain the balance of power. To that effect, all nations ac- 





°British Documents, loc. cit., p. 361. 
"Ibid., p. 363. 
"Ibid., p. 284. 


228 Limitations of National Power: The Balance of Power 


tively engaged in the struggle for power must actually aim not at a balance— 
that is, equality—of power, but at superiority of power in their own behalf. 
And since no nation can foresee how large its miscalculations will turn out to 
be, all nations must ultimately seek the maximum of power obtainable under 
the circumstances. Only thus can they hope to attain the maximum margin of 
safety commensurate with the maximum of errors they might commit. The 
limitless aspiration for power, potentially always present, as we have seen,” 
in the power drives of nations, finds in the balance of power a mighty incen- 
tive to transform itself into an actuality. 

Since the desire to attain a maximum of power is universal, all nations 
must always be afraid that their own miscalculations and the power increases 
of other nations might add up to an inferiority for themselves which they must 
at all costs try to avoid. Hence all nations who have gained an apparent edge 
over their competitors tend to consolidate that advantage and use it for chang- 
ing the distribution of power permanently in their favor. This can be done 
through diplomatic pressure by bringing the full weight of that advantage to 
bear upon the other nations, compelling them to make the concessions that 
will consolidate the temporary advantage into a permanent superiority. It can 
also be done by war. Since in a balance-of-power system all nations live in 
constant fear lest their rivals deprive them, at the first opportune moment, of 
their power position, all nations have a vital interest in anticipating such a 
development and doing unto the others what they do not want the others to 
do unto them. To quote Bolingbroke again: 


The scales of the balance of power will never be exactly poised, nor is the precise 
point of equality either discernible nor necessary to be discerned. It is sufficient 
in this, as in other human affairs, that the deviation be not too great. Some there 
will always be. A constant attention to these deviations is therefore necessary. 
When they are little, their increase may be easily prevented by early care and 
the precautions that good policy suggests. But when they become great for want 
of this care and these precautions, or by the force of unforeseen events, more 
vigor is to be exerted, and greater efforts to be made. But even in such cases, 
much reflection is necessary on all the circumstances that form the conjuncture; 
lest, by attacking with ill successs, the deviation be confirmed, and the power 
that is deemed already exorbitant become more so; and lest, by attacking with 
good success, whilst one scale is pillaged, too much weight of power be thrown 
into the other. In such cases, he who has considered, in the histories of former 
ages, the strange revolutions that time produces, and the perpetual flux and re- 
flux of public as well as private fortunes, of kingdoms and states as well as of 
those who govern or are governed in them, will incline to think, that if the scales 
can be brought back by a war, nearly, though not exactly, to the point they were 
at before this great deviation from it, the rest may be left to accidents, and to the 
use that good policy is able to make of them.’ 


a 


"See pages 70 and 82 ff. 
‘Op. cit., p. 291. 
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Preventive war, however abhorred in diplomatic language and abhorrent 
to democratic public opinion, is in fact a natural outgrowth of the balance of 
power. Here again, the events leading to the outbreak of the First World War 
are instructive; for it was on that occasion that foreign affairs were conducted 
for the last time according to the classical rules of the balance of power. Aus- 
tria was resolved to change the balance of power in the Balkans in its favor 
once and for all. It believed that, although Russia was not yet ready to strike, 
its power was on the increase and that, therefore, postponement of decisive 
action would make the distribution of power less favorable to itself. Similar 
calculations were made in Berlin with respect to the distribution of power 
between Germany and Russia. Russia, on the other hand, was resolved not to 
permit Austria to change the distribution of power in its favor by crushing 
Serbia. Russia calculated that such an instant increase in the power of its 
prospective enemy might more than outweigh any probable future increase 
in its own power. It was partly in consideration of these Russian calculations 
that Great Britain refused until the last moment to declare openly its support 
of the Franco-Russian Alliance. As the British Ambassador to Germany put it 
‘ on July 30, 1914: “A statement to that effect at the present stage, while it 
might cause Germany to hesitate, might equally urge Russia on; and if Russia 
attacked Austria, Germany would have to come in whether she feared the 
British fleet or not.” The Grand General Staff of Germany, in a memoran- 
dum to the Imperial Chancellor, on July 29, 1914, analyzed the mechanics of 
the balance of power with unusual clarity: Russia 


announces that she intends to mobilize when Austria advances into Serbia, as she 
cannot permit the destruction of Serbia by Austria, though Austria has explained 
that she intends nothing of the sort. 

What must and will the further consequences be? If Austria advances into 
Serbia she will have to face not only the Serbian army but also the vastly superior 
strength of Russia; thus she can not enter upon a war with Serbia without secur- 
ing herself against an attack by Russia. That means that she will be forced to 
mobilize the other half of her Army, for she can not possibly surrender at discre- 
tion to a Russia all prepared for war. At the moment, however, in which Austria 
mobilizes her whole Army, the collision between herself and Russia will become 
inevitable. But that, for Germany, is the casus foederis. If Germany is not to be 
false to her word and permit her ally to suffer annihilation at the hands of Russian 
superiority, she, too, must mobilize. And that would bring about the mobilization 
of the rest of Russia’s military districts as a result. But then Russia will be able 
to say: I am being attacked by Germany. She will then assure herself of the 
support of France, which, according to the compact of alliance, is obliged to take 
part in the war, should her ally, Russia, be attacked. Thus the Franco-Russian 
alliance, so often held up to praise as a purely defensive compact, created only 
in order to meet the aggressive plans of Germany, will become active, and the 
mutual butchery of the civilized nations of Europe will begin.* 

080 


*British Documents, loc. cit., p. 361. 
SMax Montgelas and Walther Schuecking, editors, Outbreak of the World War: German 
Documents Collected by Karl Kautsky (New York: Oxford University Press, 1924), p. 307. 
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It will forever be impossible to prove or disprove the claim that by its 
stabilizing influence the balance of power has aided in avoiding many wars. 
One cannot retrace the course of history, taking a hypothetical situation as 
one’s point of departure. But, while nobody can tell how many wars there 
would have been without the balance of power, it is not hard to see that most 
of the wars that have been fought since the beginning of the modern state 
system have their origin in the balance of power. Three types of wars are 
intimately connected with the mechanics of the balance of power: preventive 
war, already referred to, where normally both sides pursue imperialistic aims, 
anti-imperialistic war, and imperialistic war itself. 

The opposition, under the conditions of the balance of power, between 
one status quo nation or an alliance of them and one imperialistic power or a 
group of them is very likely to lead to war. In most instances, from Charles V 
to Hitler and Hirohito, they actually did lead to war. The status quo nations, 
which by definition are dedicated to peaceful pursuits and want only to hold 
what they have, will hardly be able to keep pace with the dynamic and rapid 
increase in power characteristic of a nation bent upon imperialistic expansion. 

The relative increases in the power of Great Britain and France, on the 
one hand, and of Germany, on the other, from 1933 to the outbreak of the 
Second World War in 1939 illustrate vividly the different pace and dynamics 
in the power increases of status quo and imperialistic nations. In such an 
armaments race the status quo nations are bound to lose, and their relative 
position cannot fail to deteriorate at an accelerated pace the longer the race 
lasts. Time is on the side of the imperialistic nations, and as time goes on, 
their scale sinks lower and lower under the ever increasing weight of their 
power, while the scale of the status quo nations rises ever higher. Thus it 
becomes more and more difficult for the latter to redress the balance, and 
they cannot fail to realize that, if the trend is not forcibly reversed, the posi- 
tion of the imperialistic nations must become well-nigh unassailable, while 
their own chances for redressing the balance will be irretrievably lost. This 
was the situation in which Great Britain and France found themselves in Sep- 
tember 1939. In such a situation, war, with its incalculable possibilities, 
seems to be the only alternative to an inglorious absorption into the power 
orbit of the imperialistic nation. The dynamics of international politics, as they 
play between status quo and imperialistic nations, lead of necessity to such a 
disturbance of the balance of power that war appears as the only policy that 
offers the status quo nations at least a chance to redress the balance of power 
in their favor. 

Yet the very act of redressing the balance carries within itself the ele- 
ments of a new disturbance. The dynamics of power politics as outlined pre- 
viously make this development inevitable. Yesterday's defender of the status 
quo is transformed by victory into the imperialist of today, against whom yes- 
terday’s vanquished will seek revenge tomorrow. The ambition of the victor 
who took up arms in order to restore the balance, as well as the resentment 
of the loser who could not overthrow it, tend to make the new balance a 
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virtually invisible point of transition from one disturbance to the next. Thus 
the balancing process has frequently led to the substitution of one predomi- 
nant power, disturbing the balance, for another one. Charles V of Hapsburg 
was thwarted in his aspirations for a universal monarchy by France, only to 
be succeeded by Louis XIV of France, whose similar aspirations united all of 
Europe against him. Once the balance had been restored against Louis XIV, 
a new disturbing factor arose in Frederick the Great of Prussia. The bid for 
world domination by France under Napoleon I was followed by a similar bid 
on the part of the Holy Alliance under the leadership of the most potent of 
Napoleon's former enemies, Austria and Russia. The defeat of the latter 
brought in its wake the rise of Prussia to dominance in Germany and of Ger- 
many in Europe. Twenty years after its defeat in the First World War Ger- 
many was again the predominant nation in Europe, while Japan had risen to 
a similar position in Asia. The very moment these two nations were removed 
as active factors in the balance of power a new power contest took shape 
between the United States, on the one hand, and the Soviet Union and Com- 
munist China, on the other. With the breakup of the Sino-Soviet bloc, China 
drew closer to the United States and the West while retaining its indepen- 
dence, thus contributing to a more complex balance of power. 


The Balance of Power as Ideology 


Our discussion has thus far proceeded on the assumption that the balance of 
power is a device for the self-defense of nations whose independence and 
existence are threatened by a disproportionate increase in the power of other 
nations. What we have said of the balance of power is true only under the 
assumption that the balance of power is used genuinely for its avowed pur- 
poses of self-protection. Yet we have already seen how the power drives of 
nations take hold of ideal principles and transform them into ideologies in 
order to disguise, rationalize, and justify themselves. They have done this 
with the balance of power. What we have said above about the popularity of 
anti-imperialistic ideologies in general applies to the balance of power. 

A nation seeking empire has often claimed that all it wanted was equilib- 
rium. A nation seeking only to maintain the status quo has often tried to give 
a change in the status quo the appearance of an attack upon the balance of 
power. When, at the outbreak of the Seven Years’ War in 1756, England and 
France found themselves at war, British writers justified the policy of their 
country in terms of the necessities of the European balance of power, while 
French publicists claimed that France was compelled to oppose English su- 
premacy on the sea and in North America in order to restore the “balance of 
commerce.” 

When the Allied Powers in 1813 submitted their conditions of peace to 
Napoleon, they invoked the principle of the balance of power. When Napo- 
leon rejected these conditions, he, too, invoked “the equilibrium of rights and 
interests.” When, early in 1814, the Allies confronted the representative of 
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Napoleon with an ultimatum demanding that France, in the name of the bal- 
ance of power, give up all conquests made since 1792, the French represen- 
tative replied: “Did the allied sovereigns not . . . want to establish a just 
equilibrium in Europe? Do they not declare that they want it still today? To 
maintain the same relative power which she always has had is also the sole 
actual desire of France. But Europe is no longer what it was twenty years 
ago.” And he arrived at the conclusion that in the light of geography and 
strategy even the retention by France of the left bank of the Rhine would 
hardly be sufficient to restore the balance of power in Europe. The allied 
representatives declared in reply: “France, by retreating into the dimensions 
of 1792, remains one of the strongest powers on the continent by virtue of 
her central position, her population, the riches of her soil, the nature of her 
frontiers, the number and distribution of her strong points.” Thus both sides 
tried to apply the principle of the balance of power to the same situation and 
arrived at irreconcilable results with the effect that the efforts to end the war 
failed. 

A similar situation occurred forty years later for similar reasons. At the 
Conference of Vienna, which in 1855 tried to end the Crimean War, Russia 
agreed with its opponents to make the maintenance of the balance of power 
in the Black Sea the basis of the settlement. Yet, while Russia declared that 
“the preponderance of Russia in the Black Sea. . . is absolutely necessary 
for the European equilibrium,” its adversaries sought to put an end to that 
preponderance and declared that the Russian navy was “still too strong in 
comparison to the Turkish fleet.” Peace was concluded in 1856 on the latter 
terms. 

The difficulties in assessing correctly the relative power positions of na- 
tions have made the invocation of the balance of power one of the favored 
ideologies of international politics. Thus it has come about that the term is 
being used in a very loose and unprecise manner. When a nation would like 
to justify one of its steps on the international scene, it is likely to refer to it 
as serving the maintenance or restoration of the balance of power. When a 
nation would like to discredit certain policies pursued by another nation, it is 
likely to condemn them as a threat to, or a disturbance of, the balance of 
power. Since it is the inherent tendency of the balance of power in the proper 
meaning of the term to preserve the status quo, the term has, in the vocab- 
ulary of status quo nations, become a synonym for the status quo and for any 
distribution of power existing at any particular moment. Any change in the 
existing distribution of power is therefore opposed as disturbing the balance 
of power. In this way a nation interested in the preservation of a certain 
distribution of power tries to make its interest appear to be the outgrowth of 
the fundamental, universally accepted principle of the modern state system 
and, hence, to be identical with an interest common to all nations. The nation 
itself, far from defending a selfish, particular concern, poses as the guardian 
of that general principle; that is, as the agent of the international community. 

In this sense one speaks, for instance, of the balance of power in the 
Western Hemisphere which might be disturbed by the policies of non- 
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American nations, or of the balance of power in the Mediterranean which 
must be defended against Russian intrusion. Yet what one means to defend 
in either case is not the balance of power but a particular distribution of 
power regarded as favorable to a particular nation or group of nations. The 
New York Times wrote in one of its reports on the Foreign Ministers’ Confer- 
ence in Moscow in 1947: “The new unity of France, Britain and the United 
States . . . may be only temporary but it does alter the balance of power 
perceptibly.”* What was actually meant was not that the balance of power in 
the proper meaning of the term had been altered, but that the distribution of 
power which existed after the conference was more favorable to the Western 
powers than the one that existed before. 

The use of the balance of power as an ideology accentuates difficulties 
inherent in the mechanics of the balance of power. Yet it must be noted that 
the ready use as an ideology to which the balance of power lends itself is not 
an accident. It is a potentiality inherent in its very essence. The contrast 
between pretended precision and the actual lack of it, between the pretended 
aspiration for balance and the actual aim of predominance—this contrast, 
which, as we have seen, is of the very essence of the balance of power, makes 
the latter in a certain measure an ideology to begin with. The balance of 
power thus assumes a reality and a function that it actually does not have, and 
therefore tends to disguise, rationalize, and justify international politics as it 
actually is. 


THE INADEQUACY OF THE BALANCE OF POWER 


We have recognized the actual contribution that the balance of power, during 
the period of its flowering in the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth 
centuries, has made to the stability of the modern state system and to the 
preservation of the independence of its members. Yet was it the balance of 
power alone that attained these beneficial results, or was, during that period 
of history, another factor in operation without which the balance of power _ 
could not have attained them? 


Restraining Influence of a Moral Consensus 


Gibbon pointed to such a factor in 1781 at a moment when his country was 
fighting a losing war with its American Colonies, France, Spain, and Holland. 
He then proposed: 


. . to consider Europe as one great republic, whose various inhabitants have 
attained almost the same level of politeness and cultivation. The balance of power 
will continue to fluctuate, and the prosperity of our own or the neighboring king- 
doms may be alternately exalted or depressed; but these events cannot essentially 





‘April 27, 1947, p. E3. 
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injure our general state of happiness, the system of arts, and laws, and manners, 
which so advantageously distinguish, above the rest of mankind, the Europeans 
and their colonies. . . . The abuses of tyranny are restrained by the mutual in- 
fluence of fear and shame; republics have acquired order and stability; monar- 
chies have imbibed the principles of freedom, or, at least, of moderation; and 
some sense of honour and justice is introduced into the most defective constitu- 
tions by the general manners of the times. In peace, the progress of knowledge 
and industry is accelerated by the emulation of so many active rivals: in war, the 
European forces are exercised by temperate and undecisive contests.” 


Comments Professor Toynbee on this passage: 


And yet Gibbon’s confidence was justified in the event by the peace settlement 
of A.D. 1783. In the American Revolutionary War Great Britain was eventually 
defeated by an overwhelming coalition of opposing forces; but her opponents did 
not think of crushing her. They had been fighting for the limited and precise 
objective of establishing the insurgent colonies’ independence of the British 
Crown—the colonists because, for them, this independence was an end in itself, 
and the colonists’ French allies because, in the estimation of a refined French 
statesmanship, the secession of the thirteen American colonies from the British 
Empire would just suffice to restore a Balance of Power which had been unduly 
inclined in Great Britain’s favour by the cumulative effect of successive British 
victories in three previous wars. In a.p. 1783, when the victory was once more 
with the French for the first time in nearly a hundred years, French statesman- 
ship was content to attain a minimum objective with a maximum economy of 
means. No rancorous memory of previous reverses tempted the French Govern- 
ment to seize this opportunity for paying off old scores. They were not even 
tempted to fight on for the disannexation of Canada, the principal American do- 
minion of the French Crown, which had been conquered by the British Crown 
during the Seven Years’ War and had been officially ceded by King Louis to King 
George in the peace settlement of a.p. 1763, only twenty years back. In the 
peace settlement of a.p. 1783 Canada was left in the British Crown's possession 
by a victorious France; and Great Britain, let off with the loss of her thirteen 


®The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (The Modern Library Edition), Vol.II, pp. 93- 
5. A similarly brilliant account of the beneficial results of the balance of power is found in an 
anonymous contribution to the Edinburgh Review, Vol. I (January 1803), p. 348: “But had it not 
been for that wholesome jealousy of rival neighbours, which modern politicians have learned to 
cherish, how many conquests and changes of dominion would have taken place, instead of wars, 
in which a few useless lives were lost, and some superfluous millions were squandered? How 
many fair portions of the globe might have been deluged in blood, instead of some hundreds of 
sailors fighting harmlessly on the barren plains of the ocean, and some thousands of soldiers 
carrying on a scientific, and regular, and quiet, system of warfare, in countries set apart for the 
purpose, and resorted to as the arena where the disputes of nations may be determined? We 
may indeed look to the history of the last century as the proudest area in the annals of the species; 
the period most distinguished for learning, and skill, and industry; for the milder virtues, and for 
common sense; for refinement in government, and an equal diffusion of liberty; above all, for 
that perfect knowledge of the arts of administration, which has established certain general rules 
of conduct among nations; has prevented the overthrow of empires, and the absorption of weak 
states into the bodies of devouring neighbours; has set bounds to the march of conquest, and 
rendered the unsheathing of the sword a measure of the last adoption; whereas, in other times, 
it was always resorted to in the first instance.” 
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-_ 


The great political writers of that age were aware of this intellectual and 
moral unity, upon whose foundations the balance of power reposes and which 
makes its beneficial operations possible. We shall mention only three of these 
writer: Fénelon, Rousseau, and Vattel. 


This attention for the maintenance of a kind of equality and of equilibrium among 
neighboring nations assures tranquility for all. In this respect, all nations which 
are neighbors and have commercial relations form a great body and a kind of 


infinite evils.’ 
Rousseau took up the same theme by stating that “The nations of Europe 
form among themselves an invisible nation. . . . The actual system of Eu- 


rope has exactly that degree of solidity which maintains it in a state of per- 
petual agitation without overturning it.”" And, according to Vattel, the most 
influential of the eighteenth-century writers on international law: 


Europe forms a political system, a body where the whole is connected by the 
relations and different interests of nations inhabiting this part of the world. It is 


very little concerned in the fate of others, and seldom regarded things which did 
not immediately relate to it. The confined attention of sovereigns . . . makes 
Europe a kind of republic, the members of which, though independent, unite, 
through the ties of common interest, for the maintenance of order and liberty. 
Hence arose that famous scheme of the political equilibrium or balance of power; 
by which is understood such a disposition of things as no power is able absolutely 
to predominate, or to prescribe laws to others,® 


“Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History (London: Oxford University Press, 1939), Vol. IV, 
p. 149. (Reprinted by permission of the publisher. ) 

"OEuvres (Paris, 1870), Vol. III, pp. 349, 350. 

°OEuvres completes (Brussels: Th, Lejeune, 1827), Vol. 10, pp. 172, 179. 

"The Law of Nations (Philadelphia, 1829), Book III, Chapter III, pp. 377~8. 
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The statements of the writers are echoed in the declarations of the states- 
men. From 1648 to the French Revolution of 1789, the princes and their 
advisors took the moral and political unity of Europe for granted and referred 
as a matter of course to the “republic of Europe,” “the community of Chris- 
tian princes,” or “the political system of Europe.” But the challenge of the 
Napoleonic Empire forced them to make explicit the moral and intellectual 
foundations upon which the old balance of power had reposed. The Holy 
Alliance and the Concert of Europe, both of which shall be dealt with later in 
detail,’ are attempts at giving institutionalized direction to these moral and 
intellectual forces which had been the lifeblood of the balance of power. 

The Treaty of the Holy Alliance of September 26, 1815, obligated its 
signatories—all the sovereigns of Europe except three—to nothing more than 
to act in relation to each other and to their subjects in accordance with Chris- 
tian principles. Yet the other treaties of the same year, which tried to recon- 
stitute the European political system and which are popularly known by the 
name of the Holy Alliance, were directed against the recurrence of revolution 
anywhere, especially, of course, in France. Since the French Revolution had 
been the great dynamic force that destroyed the balance of power, it was 
believed that any revolution would carry with it a similar threat. Thus the 
principle of legitimacy and the inviolability of the frontiers of 1815 became 
the foundation stones upon which at least Austria, Prussia, and Russia tried 
to re-erect the political structure of Europe. 

As late as 1860, when France obtained the cession of Savoy and Nice as 
compensation for the increase of territory obtained by Sardinia in Italy, En- 
gland intervened by invoking one of the principles of 1815. “Her Majesty's 
Government,” Earl Russell, the British Foreign Secretary, wrote to the Brit- 
ish Ambassador to France, “must be allowed to remark that a demand for 
cession of a neighbor's territory, made by a State so powerful as France, and 
whose former and not very remote policy of territorial aggrandizement 
brought countless calamities upon Europe, cannot well fail to give umbrage 
to every State interested in the Balance of Power and in the maintenance of 
the general peace.” 

The Concert of Europe—diplomacy by conferences among the great 
powers which would meet all threats to the political system by concerted 
action—became the instrument by which first the principles of the Holy Al- 
liance and then, after the latter’s disintegration culminating in the liberal rev- 
olutions of 1848, the common interests of Europe were to be realized. The 
Concert of Europe functioned on many occasions during the century from its 
inception in 1814 to the outbreak of the First World War in 1914. The con- 
ception underlying it—that is, the political unity of Europe or, in the words 
of the British statesman Castlereagh, “the general system of Europe’—was 
referred to in many official declarations. Thus the allied powers declared to- 





1See Chapter 27. 
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ward the end of 1813 that they “shall not lay down their arms. . . before the 
political status of Europe has been anew reaffirmed and before immutable 
principles have taken their rights over vain pretentions in order to assure 
Europe a real peace.” In the declaration of February 5, 1814, from which the 
Concert of Europe is generally dated, the representatives of Austria, Great 
Britain, Prussia, and Russia stated that they did not speak solely in the name 
of their respective countries, “but in the name of Europe which forms but a 
single whole.” 

The same nations, joined by France, established in Protocol 19 of the 
1831 Conference of London the independence of Belgium and, in the interest 
of the balance of power, put its neutrality under their joint guaranty. In jus- 
tification, they declared: “Every nation has its laws, but Europe, too, has her 
law; the social order has given it to her.”’ During the Franco-Prussian War of 
1870, the French Minister Thiers, searching in vain for aid from the other 
European nations in order to prevent the overthrow of the balance of power 
by Germany, complained that “Europe was not to be found.” In that phrase 
he paid his respects to the same principle of European unity which since 1648 
has been the lifeblood of the balance of power. It was to the same principle 
that British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey appealed in vain when on the 
eve of the First World War he invited the nations of Europe to a conference 
in order to settle their differences. One might even say that British Prime 
Minister Neville Chamberlain, when in 1938 he forced Czechoslovakia to 
cede the Sudetenland to Nazi Germany, acted under the mistaken assumption 
that the moral, intellectual, and political unity of Europe still existed and that 
Nazi Germany formed an integral part of it. 


Moral Consensus of the Modern State System 


The confidence in the stability of the modern state system that emanates from 
all these declarations and actions derives, it will be noted, not from the bal- 
ance of power, but from a number of elements, intellectual and moral in 
nature, upon which both the balance of power and the stability of the modern 
state system repose. “In politics as in mechanics,” as John Stuart Mill put it, 
“the power which is to keep the engine going must be sought for outside the 
machinery; and if it is not forthcoming, or is insufficient to surmount the 
obstacles which may reasonably be expected, the contrivance will fail.”* 


*Considerations on Representative Government (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1882), 
p. 21. Cf. also the penetrating remarks on pp. 235—6 on the importance of the moral factor for 
the maintenance of the balance of power in domestic politics: “When it is said that the question 
is only one of political morality, this does not extenuate its importance. Questions of constitu- 
tional morality are of no less practical moment than those relating to the constitution itself. The 
very existence of some governments, and all that renders others endurable, rests on the practical 
observance of doctrines of constitutional morality; traditional notions in the minds of the several 
constituted authorities, which modify the use that might otherwise be made of their powers. In 
unbalanced governments—pure monarchy, pure aristocracy, pure democracy—such maxims are 
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What, for instance, Gibbon has pointed to with particular eloquence and in- 
sight as the fuel that keeps the motor of the balance of power moving is the 
intellectual and moral foundation of Western civilization, the intellectual and 
moral climate within which the protagonists of eighteenth-century society 
moved and which permeated all their thoughts and actions. These men knew 
Europe as “one great republic” with common standards of “politeness and 
cultivation” and a common “system of arts, and laws, and manners.” The com- 
mon awareness of these common standards restrained their ambitions “by the 
mutual influence of fear and shame,” imposed “moderation” upon their ac- 
tions, and instilled in all of them “some sense of honour and justice.” In 
consequence, the struggle for power on the international scene was in the 
nature of “temperate and undecisive contests.” 

Of the temperateness and indecisiveness of the political contests, from 
1648 to the Napoleonic Wars and then again from 1815 to 1914, the balance 
of power is not only the cause but also the metaphorical and symbolic expres- 


the only barrier which restrains the government from the utmost excess in the direction of its 
characteristic tendency. In imperfectly balanced governments, where some attempt is made to 


the government can only be carried on by forbearance on all sides to exercise those 
extreme powers, unless provoked by conduct equally extreme on the part of some other sharer 
of power; and in this case we may say that only by the regard paid to maxims of constitutional 


what one group gains another group must lose, it is evident that if the relative incomes of differ. 
ent groups are not to be determined by their functions, there is no method other than mutual 


acceptance of any standard of remuneration as an equitable settlement of their claims. Hence it 
is precarious, insincere and short. It is without finality, because there can be no finality in the 


without adjuring the assertion of unlimited claims. No such equipoise can be found, because, in 
a world where the possibilities of increasing military or industrial power are illimitable, no such 
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sion as well as the technique of realization. Before the balance of power could 
impose its restraints upon the power aspirations of nations through the me- 
chanical interplay of opposing forces, the competing nations had first to re- 
strain themselves by accepting the system of the balance of power as the 
common framework of their endeavors. However much they desired to alter 
the distribution of the weights in the two scales, they had to agree in a silent 
compact, as it were, that, whatever the outcome of the contest, the two scales 
would still be there at the end of it. They had to agree that, however high 
one might have risen and however low the other might have sunk, the scales 
would stil] be joined together as a pair, hanging from the same beam and, 
hence, able to rise and fall again as the future distribution of weights would 
determine. Whatever changes nations might seek in the status quo, they all 
had at least to recognize as unchangeable one factor, the existence of a pair of 
scales, the “status quo” of the balance of power itself. And whenever a nation 
might tend to forget that indispensable precondition of independence and 
stability, as Austria did in 1756 with regard to Prussia, or France from 1919-— 
23 with regard to Germany, the consensus of all the other nations would not 
allow it to forget for long. 

This consensus grew in the intellectual and moral climate of the age and 
drew its strength from the actual power relations, which under normal con- 
ditions made an attempt at overthrowing the system of the balance of power 
itself a hopeless undertaking. This consensus, in turn, as an intellectual and 
moral force, reacted upon the intellectual and moral climate and upon the 
power relations, strengthening the tendencies toward moderation and equilib- 
rium. As Quincy Wright put it: 


The States were so bounded and organized that aggression could not succeed 
unless it was so moderated and so directed that the prevailing opinion of the 
Powers approved it. Such approval was generally given to the Balkan revolts 
which gradually disintegrated the Ottoman Empire, to the Belgian revolt which 
separated that country from the Netherlands, to Prussian and Sardinian aggres- 
sions which united modern Germany and Italy, and to numerous aggressions in 
Africa, Asia, and the Pacific which increased European empires, and extended 
European civilization to these areas.° 


It is this consensus—both child and father, as it were, of common moral stan- 
dards and a common civilization as well as of common interests—that kept in 
check the limitless desire for power, potentially inherent, as we know, in all 
imperialisms, and prevented it from becoming a political actuality. Where 
such a consensus no longer exists or has become weak and is no longer sure 
of itself, as in the period starting with the partitions of Poland and ending 
with the Napoleonic Wars, the balance of power is incapable of fulfilling its 
function for international stability and national independence. 

Such a consensus prevailed from 1648 to 1772 and from 1815 to 1933. In 


“The Balance of Power,” in Hans Weigert and Vilhjalmur Stefansson, editors, Compass of 
the World (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1944), pp. 53—4. 


240 Limitations of National Power: The Balance of Power 


the former period, the state system resembled nothing so much as a compet- 
itive society of princes, each of whom accepted the reason of state—that is, 
the rational pursuit, within certain moral limitations, of the power objectives 
of the individual state—as the ultimate standard of the behavior of states. 
Each expected, and was justified in expecting, everybody else to share this 
standard. The passions of the religious wars yielded to the rationalism and the 
skeptical moderation of the Enlightenment. In that tolerant atmosphere, na- 
tional hatreds and collective enmities, nourished by principles of any kind, 
could hardly flourish. Everybody took it for granted that the egotistical mo- 
tives that animated his own actions drove all others to similar actions. It was 
then a matter of skill and luck as to who would come out on top. International 
politics became indeed an aristocratic pastime, a sport for princes, all recog- 
nizing the same rules of the game and playing for the same limited stakes. 

After the interlude of the Napoleonic Wars, the dual fear of revolution 
and of a renewal of French imperialism called into being the morality of the 
Holy Alliance, with its blend of Christian, monarchical, and European prin- 
ciples. The Concert of Europe in the latter part of the nineteenth century, 
and the League of Nations after the First World War, added to this heritage 
the idea of the nation state. This idea became, as a principle of national self- 
determination, one of the cornerstones upon which successive generations, 
from the liberal revolutions of 1848 to the outbreak of the Second World War, 
tried to erect a stable political structure. What the French Foreign Minister 
De la Valette wrote in 1866 to a French diplomatic representative became 
one of the basic convictions of this period of history—proclaimed again by 
Woodrow Wilson and made one of the standards of the Peace Treaties of 
1919: “The emperor . . . sees a real equilibrium only in the satisfied wishes 
of the nations of Europe.” 

What is left of this heritage today? What kind of consensus unites the 
nations of the world in the period following the Second World War? Upon 
the examination of the component elements of this consensus will depend the 
estimate of the role that the balance of power can be expected to play today 
for the freedom and stability of the community of nations. 





‘The importance of the moral factor for the preservation of the independence of small nations 
is well pointed out by Alfred Cobban, National Self-Determination (Chicago: University of Chi- 
cago Press, 1948), pp. 170, 171: “But even the policies of great empires are influenced by the 
climate of opinion, and there has for long been a prejudice in favour of the rights of small inde- 
pendent states. With the sources of this prejudice we need not concern ourselves, but its exis- 
tence is a fact which the student of international affairs cannot ignore. The various factors we 
have mentioned all undoubtedly have their importance, but in our opinion it was not the strength 
of national feeling in the smaller states, or even the effects of the balance of power, so much as 
the general recognition that the destruction of an independent sovereignty was an exceptional, 
and normally an unjustifiable, act which ultimately protected many of the small states of Europe, 
some no larger than a single city, from absorption by the greater powers. Even in the eighteenth 
century, when the power of the larger states was increasing rapidly, contemporary opinion, influ- 
enced by the classical city-state ideal, held up the smaller states for admiration and believed in 
their independence. During the nineteenth century the growth of the nationalist ideal did much 
to undermine this view, but in 1919, as we have seen, it still exercised considerable influence.” 
(Reprinted by permission of the University of Chicago Press.) _ 
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We have seen in the preceding chapter that power is a crude and unreliable 
method of limiting the aspirations for power on the international scene. If the 
motivations behind the struggle for power and the mechanisms through which 
it operates were all that needed to be known about international politics, the 
international scene would indeed resemble the state of nature described by 
Hobbes as a “war of every man against every man.” International politics 
would be governed exclusively by those considerations of political expediency 
of which Machiavelli has given the most acute and candid account. In such a 
world the weak would be at the mercy of the strong. Might would indeed 
make right. 

Actually, however, the very threat of a world where power reigns not 
only supreme, but without rival, engenders that revolt against power which 
is as universal as the aspiration for power itself. To stave off this revolt, to 
pacify the resentment and opposition that arise when the drive for power is 
recognized for what it is, those who seek power employ, as we have seen, 
ideologies for the concealment of their aims. What is actually aspiration for 
power, then, appears to be something different, something that is in harmony 
with the demands of reason, morality, and justice. The substance, of which 
the ideologies of international politics are but the reflection, is to be found in 
the normative orders of morality, mores, and law. 

From the Bible to the ethics and constitutional arrangements of modern 
democracy, the main function of these normative systems has been to keep 


‘Leviathan, Chapter XIII. 
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aspirations for power within socially tolerable bounds. All ethics, mores, and 
legal systems dominant in Western civilization recognize the ubiquity of 
power drives and condemn them. Conversely, such political philosophies as 
Machiavelli's and Hobbes’s, which regard the ubiquity of power drives as an 
ultimate fact of social life, to be accepted rather than condemned and re- 
strained, have met with the disapproval of prevailing opinion. They have 
lacked the intellectual and practical influence that has made such political 
philosophies as St. Augustine’s and Locke's potent forces in Western civiliza- 
tion. 

On the other hand, that very tradition of Western civilization which at- 
tempts to restrain the power of the strong for the sake of the weak has been 
opposed as effeminate, sentimental, and decadent. The opponents have been 
those who, like Nietzsche, Mussolini, and Hitler, not only accept the will to 
power and the struggle for power as elemental social facts but glorify their 
unrestrained manifestations and postulate this absence of restraint as an ideal 
of society and a rule of conduct for the individual. But in the long run phi- 
losophies and political systems that have made the lust and the struggle for 
power their mainstays have proved impotent and self-destructive. Their weak- 
ness demonstrates. the strength of the Western tradition that seeks, if not to 
eliminate, at least to regulate and restrain the power drives that otherwise 
would either tear society apart or deliver the life and happiness of the weak 
to the arbitrary will of the powerful. 

It is at these two points that morality, mores, and law intervene in order 
to protect society against disruption and the individual against enslavement 
and extinction. When a society or certain of its members are unable to protect 
themselves with their own strength against the power drives of others— 
when, in other words, the mechanics of power politics are found wanting, as 
sooner or later they must be—these normative systems try to supplement 
power politics with their own rules of conduct. This is the message the nor- 
mative systems give to strong and weak alike: Superior power gives no right, 
either moral or legal, to do with that power all that it is physically capable of 
doing. Power is subject to limitations, in the interest of society as a whole and 
in the interest of its individual members, which are not the result of the 
mechanics of the struggle for power but are superimposed upon that struggle 
in the form of norms or rules of conduct by the will of the members of society 
themselves. 

Three types of norms or rules of conduct operate in all higher societies: 
ethics, mores, and law. Their distinctive characteristics have been much de- 
bated in the literature of philosophy and jurisprudence. For the purpose of 
this study it is sufficient to point out that every rule of conduct has two ele- 
ments: the command and the sanction. No particular command is peculiar to 
any particular type of norm—“thou shalt not kill” can be a command of ethics, 
mores, or law. It is the sanction that differentiates these three different types 
of rules of conduct. 

“Thou shalt not kill” is a command of ethics, mores, or law according to 
whether, in case of its violation, a sanction peculiar to ethics or to mores or 
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to law is applied to punish the violator and prevent further violations. If A 
kills B and afterward feels pangs of conscience or of remorse, we are in the 
presence of a sanction peculiar to ethics and, hence, of an ethical norm. If A 
kills B and unorganized society reacts with spontaneous demonstrations of 
disapproval, such as business boycott, social ostracism, and the like, we have 
to do with a sanction peculiar to the mores, and, hence, to a norm of the 
mores. If, finally, A kills B and organized society reacts in the form of a ra- 
tional procedure with predetermined police action, indictment, trial, verdict, 
and punishment, the sanction is of a legal nature and the norm, therefore, 
belongs in the category of law. 

All domestic societies are regulated by an intricate maze of rules of con- 
duct of this kind, supporting or contradicting each other or operating inde- 
pendently. The more important a society considers those interests and values 
which it tries to safeguard by rules of conduct, the stronger are the sanctions 
with which it threatens an infraction of its rules. Society exerts its greatest 
pressure, and therefore has the best chance of enforcing its rules of conduct 
against its recalcitrant members when it brings all the different kinds of sanc- 
tions at its disposal simultaneously to bear upon the infractor of its rules. It is 
weakest, and therefore its sanctions are most likely to be ineffective, when 
only one type of sanction supports its interests and values. When one rule of 
conduct requires an action that another rule of conduct condemns, the fate of 
the interest or value concerned depends upon the relative strength of the 
sanctions supporting the contradictory commands. 

Against a threat to its own existence by treason or by revolution, or a 
threat to the existence of its individual members by murder, society marshals 
all three types of sanction. Thus morality, mores, and law, reinforcing each 
other, give threefold protection to the life of society and to the lives of the 
individuals who compose it. The would-be traitor or killer faces the pangs of 
his conscience, the spontaneous reactions of society in the form, for instance, 
of ostracism, and the punishment of the law. The same situation prevails 
where not the existence of society or of its individual members but their prop- 
erty is at stake. Property, too, is surrounded by the triple wall of morality, 
mores, and law. Between the would-be thief and cheat and the property he 
covets, society interposes all the sanctions it is able to employ. 

Where less highly priced interests and values are at stake, society may 
call upon only one type of sanction. Thus certain kinds of competitive prac- 
tices in business and politics, such as lying, are opposed only by morality. 
The mores will come into play only under extreme conditions; if, for instance, 
the amount and degree of lying exceed the measure society regards as toler- 
able. The law will remain silent in the case of ordinary lying, if for no other 
reason than that no law prohibiting it can be enforced. It will speak only in 
case of qualified lying, such as perjury and cheating, where the lie threatens 
interests and values beyond mere truth. The rules of fashion, on the other 
hand, are enforced exclusively by the mores, for the issues involved are not 
important enough for morality and law to be concerned about them. It is, 
finally, the law alone that takes cognizance of violations of traffic regulations. 
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Morality and mores do not participate in their enforcement, for the sanctions 
of the law are generally sufficient to establish some kind of mechanical order 
in the realm of traffic. 

The problem of the relative strength of different injunctions becomes 
acute when there is conflict between different rules of conduct. The classic 
example, much discussed in the literature of jurisprudence, of a conflict be- 
tween two rules of the same legal system is the prohibition of dueling in the 
criminal codes of certain European countries, while the military codes of the 
same countries require officers to settle certain disputes by way of duels. A 
system of ethics which commands us to obey God rather than man and at the 
same time to give unto Caesar what is Caesar's presents a similar conflict 
when a law of the state contradicts one of God's commandments. Conflicts of 
this kind are particularly frequent in the political sphere. Rival govern- 
ments—a revolutionary government and a legitimate government, a govern- 
ment in exile and a quisling government-——-demand obedience from the same 
group of people. The rules of conduct with which a politician is expected to 
comply are often at odds with the norms that address all members of society. 
The ethics and mores of politics are generally considered to permit greater 
leeway than the general ethics and mores of society in certain actions, such 
as “campaign oratory” and promises in general. 

Conflicts between different rules of conduct are decided by the relative 
pressure the sanctions of the conflicting rules are able to exert upon the will 
of the individual. Unable to comply with all the norms addressed to him at 
the same time, he must choose the one to obey and violate the others. The 
relative strength of these pressures is, in turn, the expression of the relative 
strength of the social forces that support one set of values and interests against 
another. The normative order of society whose purpose is to keep the power 
aspirations of its individual members within socially tolerable bounds is itself 
in a certain measure the result of social forces contending with each other for 
the domination of society through their influence, say, on legislation or court 
decisions. 

Social life consists overwhelmingly of continuous reactions, which have 
become largely automatic, to the pressures society exerts upon its members 
through its rules of conduct. These rules of conduct watch over the individual 
from morning till night, molding his actions into conformity with the stan- 
dards of society. One might even say that society as a dynamic force is nothing 
but the sum total of its rules of conduct imposing patterns of action upon its 
members. What we call civilization is in a sense nothing but the automatic 
reactions of the members of a society to the rules of conduct by which that 
society endeavors to make its members conform to certain objective stan- 
dards, to restrain their aspirations for power, and to domesticate and pacify 
them in all socially important respects. The civilization with which we are 
here of course mainly concerned—Western civilization—has been to a large 
extent successful in this endeavor. Western civilization has not, however, as 
many nineteenth- and twentieth-century writers believed, altogether ban- 
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ished the struggle for power from the domestic scene and replaced it with 
something different and better, such as co-operation, harmony, permanent 
peace, nor is it on its way to do so. This misconception of the role that the 
aspirations and the struggle for power play in politics has been treated in the 
third chapter of this book. | 

The best that Western civilization has been able to achieve—which is, as 
far as we can see, the best that any civilization can achieve—has been to 
mitigate the struggle for power on the domestic scene, to civilize its means, 
and to direct it toward objectives that, if attained, minimize the extent to 
which life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness of the individual members of 
society are involved in the struggle for power. More particularly, the crude 
methods of personal combat have been replaced by the refined instruments 
of social, commercial, and professional competition. The struggle for power is 
being fought not with deadly weapons but with competitive examinations, 
with competition for social distinctions, with periodical elections for public 
and private offices, and, above all, with competition for the possession of 
money and of things measurable in money. 

In the domestic societies of Western civilization the possession of money 
has become the outstanding symbol of the possession of power. Through the 
competition for the acquisition of money the power aspirations of the individ- 
ual find a civilized outlet in harmony with the rules of conduct laid down by 
society. The different normative injunctions against homicide and against in- 
dividual and collective violence of any kind seek to create the normative pre- 
conditions for such a civilized redirection of the struggle for power. All the 
social instrumentalities and institutions relevant to the different competitive 
devices of society serve the purpose, not of eliminating the struggle for 
power, but of creating civilized substitutes for the brutality and crudeness of 
an unlimited and unregulated struggle for power. 

Such is, in brief and sketchy outline, the way ethics, mores, and law limit 
the struggle for power in the domestic societies of Western civilization. And 
what of international society? What rules of morality, mores, and law are ef- 
fective on the international scene? What functions do they fulfill for interna- 
tional society? What kind of international ethics, international mores in the 
form of world public opinion, and international law is there to delimit, regu- 
late, and civilize the struggle for power among nations in the same way the 
domestic normative systems affect the struggle for power among the members 
of a domestic society? 


16_ 


Iuternational 


Morality 


A discussion of international morality must guard against the two extremes of 
either overrating the influence of ethics upon international politics or under- 
estimating it by denying that statesmen and diplomats are moved by anything 
but considerations of material power. 

On the one hand, there is the dual error of confounding the moral rules 
people actually observe with those they pretend to observe, as well as with 
those which writers declare they ought to observe. “On no subject of human 
interest, except theology,” said Professor John Chipman Gray, “has there 
been so much loose writing and nebulous speculation as on international 
law.”" The same must be said of international morality. Writers have put for- 
ward moral precepts that statesmen and diplomats ought to take to heart in 
order to make relations between nations more peaceful and less anarchic, 
such as the keeping of promises, trust in the other’s word, fair dealing, re- 
spect for international law, protection of minorities, repudiation of war as an 
instrument of national policy. But they have rarely asked themselves whether 
and to what extent such precepts, however desirable in themselves, actually 
determine the actions of men. Furthermore, since statesmen and diplomats 
are wont to justify their actions and objectives in moral terms, regardless of 
their actual motives, it would be equally erroneous to take those protestations 
of selfless and peaceful intentions, of humanitarian purposes, and interna- 
tional ideals at their face value. It is pertinent to ask whether they are mere 
ideologies concealing the true motives of action or whether they express a 
genuine concern for the compliance of international policies with ethical stan- 
dards. 
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On the other hand, there is the misconception, usually associated with 
the general depreciation and moral condemnation of power politics, discussed 
earlier,* that international politics is so thoroughly evil that it is no use looking 
for moral limitations of the aspirations for power on the international scene. 
Yet, if we ask ourselves what statesmen and diplomats are capable of doing to 
further the power objectives of their respective nations and what they actually 
do, we realize that they do less than they probably could and less than they 
actually did in other periods of history. They refuse to consider certain ends 
and to use certain means, either altogether or under certain conditions, not 
because in the light of expediency they appear impractical or unwise but be- 


permit certain policies to be considered at all from the point of view of expe- 
diency. Certain things are not being done on moral grounds, even though it 
would be expedient to do them. Such ethical inhibitions operate in our time 
on different levels with different effectiveness. Their restraining function is 
most obvious and most effective in affirming the sacredness of human life in 
times of peace. 


THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN LIFE 


Protection of Human Life in Peace 


ity of human beings in terms of size and quality of population, size and quality 
of military establishment, quality of government, and, more particularly, of 
diplomacy. Viewed as a series of technical tasks into which moral considera- 
tions do not enter, international politics would have to consider as one of its 
legitimate purposes the drastic reduction or even the elimination of the pop- 
ulation of a rival nation, of its most prominent military and political leaders, 
and of its ablest diplomats. And when international politics was considered 
exclusively as a technique, without moral significance, for the purpose of 
maintaining and gaining power, such methods were used without moral scru- 
ples and as a matter of course. 

According to its official records, the Republic of Venice, from 1415 to 
1525, planned or attempted about two hundred assassinations for purposes of 
its foreign policy. Among the prospective victims were two emperors, two 
kings of France, and three sultans. The documents record virtually no offer of 
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assassination to have been rejected by the Venetian government. From 1456 
to 1472, it accepted twenty offers to kill the Sultan Mahomet IJ, the main 
antagonist of Venice during that period. In 1514, John of Ragusa offered to 
poison anybody selected by the government of Venice for an annual salary of 
fifteen hundred ducats. The Venetian government hired the man “on trial,” 
as we would say today, and asked him to show what he could do with Em- 
peror Maximilian. In the same period the cardinals brought their own butlers 
and wine to a papal coronation dinner for fear they might otherwise be poi- 
soned; this custom is reported to have been general in Rome, without the 
host's taking offense. 

Such methods to attain political ends are no longer widely practiced to- 
day. Yet the political motives for employing them exist today as they did 
when practices of this kind actually prevailed. It is not a matter of indifference 
for the nations engaged in the competition for power whether or not their 
competitor can avail itself of the services of outstanding military and political 
leaders. Thus they may hope that an outstanding leader or governing group 
will be compelled to give up the reins of power, either through a political 
upheaval or through infirmity and death. We know now that during the Sec- 
ond World War speculations as to how long Hitler and Mussolini would stay 
alive, or at least in power, formed an important part of the power calculations 
of the antifascist alliance, and that the news of President Roosevelt’s death 
revived Hitler’s hopes of victory. During the Cold War one factor in Ameri- 
can policy toward the Soviet Union had been the expectation that the Soviet 
regime might disintegrate from within because of the inability of its rulers to 
keep themselves in power. The technical difficulties of engineering such re- 
movals from power by violent means are not greater today than they were in 
previous periods of history. Such removals are still as desirable and feasible 
as they always were. What has changed is the influence of civilization, which 
makes some desirable and feasible policies morally reprehensible and, hence, 
normally impossible of execution. 

The existence and effectiveness of moral restraints became manifest in 
the reactions to the assassination plots engendered by the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) of the United States. What the predominant segment of Amer- 
ican public opinion objected to was not the lack of success of those attempts 
but their violation of moral restraints. That such attempts were made at all 
points to a weakening of moral restraint in a small number of public officials 
operating in secret. That such moral transgressions met with overwhelming 
disapproval on moral grounds testifies to the continued validity of such moral 
norms. 

Moral limitations of the same kind protect in times of peace the lives not 
only of outstanding individuals but also of large groups, even of whole nations 
whose destruction would be both politically desirable and feasible. In the 
problem of Germany, as seen both by the Germans and by the rest of the 
world, modern history provides a striking illustration of the influence of ethics 
upon international politics. The fundamental fact of international politics from 
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the German point of view has been from Bismarck to Hitler the “encircle- 
ment” of Germany by powerful nations in the East and in the West. Bis- 
marck, however ruthless and immoral his particular moves on the chessboard 
of international politics may have been, rarely deviated from the basic rules 
of the game which had prevailed in the society of Christian princes of the 
eighteenth century. It was a fraudulent and treacherous game, but there were 
a few things no member of that aristocratic society would stoop to do. Thus, 
confronted with the proximity of Russia and France as a condition of Germa- 
ny’s political existence, Bismarck accepted the inevitability of that fact and 
tried to turn it to Germany’s advantage by maintaining close relations with 
Russia and by isolating France. 

Hitler, on the other hand, did not recognize the social framework within 
whose limitations international politics had operated from the end of the 
Thirty Years’ War virtually to his own ascent to power. He was free of the 
moral scruples that had compelled Bismarck to accept the existence of France 
and Russia as the inescapable fact upon which to build a German foreign 
policy. Hitler undertook to change that fact by physically destroying Germa- 
ny’s eastern and western neighbors. Considered as a mere problem of political 
technique devoid of ethical significance, Hitler's solution was much more 
thorough and politically expedient than Bismarck’s, for it promised to solve 
the problem of Germany’s international position once and for all as far as the 
eastern and western neighbors of Germany were concerned. Furthermore, in 
itself Hitler's solution proved to be as feasible as it would have been in Bis- 
marck’s time. It might have succeeded had it not been for certain political 
and military errors that carried Hitler and his policies to destruction and that 
the political genius of Bismarck might well have avoided. 

The German problem, as it presents itself to the non-German world, and 
especially to the nations threatened with German hegemony, was formulated 
with brutal frankness by the French statesman Clemenceau when he declared 
on the occasion of the First World War that there were twenty million Ger- 
mans too many. This statement points to the inescapable fact, which has con- 
fronted Europe and the world since the Franco-German War of 1870, that 
Germany is by virtue of size and quality of population the most powerful 
nation of Europe. To reconcile this fact with the security of the other Euro- 
pean nations and of the rest of the world is the task of political reconstruction 
which faced the world after the First World War and which confronted it 
again after the Second. That, since Clemenceau, the German problem has 
always been posed in terms that take the existence of “twenty million Ger- 
mans too many” for granted reveals the same moral limitations on the pursuit 
of power which we found in Bismarck’s foreign policy and which we did not 
find in Hitler’s. For there are two ways of dealing with a problem of interna- 
tional politics such as the German. .. 

One is the method by which the Romans irrevocably solved the Cartha- 
ginian problem. It is the method of solving a technical political problem by 
the appropriate means without regard for any transcendent moral considera- 
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tions. Since, from the point of view of the power aspirations of Rome, there 
were too many Carthaginians, Cato would end his every speech by proclaim- 
ing: “Ceterum censeo Carthaginem esse delendam” (‘As for the rest, I am of 
the opinion that Carthage must be destroyed”). With its destruction the Car- 
thaginian problem, as seen by Rome, was solved forever. No threat to Rome's 
security and ambition was ever again to rise from the desolate place that once 
was Carthage. Similarly, if the Germans had been successful in their over-all 
plans and if their firing-squads and extermination camps could have finished 
their tasks, the “nightmare of coalitions” would have been forever banished 
from the minds of German statesmen. 

A foreign policy that does not permit mass extermination as a means to 
its end does not impose this limitation upon itself because of considerations 
of political expediency. On the contrary, expediency would counsel such a 
thorough and effective operation. The limitation derives from an absolute 
moral principle, which must be obeyed regardless of considerations of na- 
tional advantage. A foreign policy of this kind, therefore, actually sacrifices 
the national interest where its consistent pursuit would necessitate the viola- 
tion of a moral principle, such as the prohibition of mass killings in times of 
peace. This point cannot be too strongly made; for frequently the opinion is 
advanced that this respect for human life is the outgrowth of “the obligation 
not to inflict unnecessary death or suffering on other human beings, i.e., 
death or suffering not necessary for the attainment of some higher purpose 
which is held, rightly or wrongly, to justify a derogation from the general 
obligation.”* On the contrary, the fact of the matter is that nations recognize 
a moral obligation to refrain from the infliction of death and suffering under 
certain conditions despite the possiblity of justifying such conduct in the light 
of a “higher purpose,” such as the national interest. 

The fundamental conflict between these two conceptions of international 
politics, one operating within a framework of morality, the other outside it, is 
graphically illustrated by an episode Sir Winston Churchill reports in his 
memoirs. At the Teheran Conference, Stalin raised the issue of the punish- 
ment to be inflicted upon the Germans after the war: 


The German General Staff, he said, must be liquidated. The whole force of Hit- 
ler's mighty armies depended upon about fifty thousand officers and technicians. 
If these were rounded up and shot at the end of the war, German military 
strength would be extirpated. On this I thought it right to say: “The British 
Parliament and public will never tolerate mass executions. Even if in war passion 
they allowed them to begin, they would turn violently against those responsible 
after the first butchery had taken place. The Soviets must be under no delusion 
on this point.” 

Stalin however, perhaps only in mischief, pursued the subject. “Fifty thou- 
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sand,” he said, “must be shot.” I was deeply angered. “I would rather,” I said, 
“be taken out into the garden here and now and be shot myself than sully my 
own and my country’s honour by such infamy.”® 


Protection of Human Life in War 


Similar moral limitations are placed upon international policies in times of 
war. They concern civilians and combatants unable or unwilling to fight. 
From the beginning of history through the better part of the Middle Ages, 
belligerents were held to be free, according to ethics as well as law, to kill all 
enemies whether or not they were members of the armed forces, or else to 
treat them an any way they saw fit. Men, women, and children were often 
put to the sword or sold into slavery by the victor without any adverse moral 
reactions taking place. In Chapter IV of Book III of On the Law of War and 
Peace, under the heading “On the Right of Killing Enemies in a Public War 
and on Other Violence against the Person,” Hugo Grotius presents an im- 
pressive catalogue of acts of violence committed in ancient history against 
enemy persons without discrimination. Grotius himself, writing in the third 
decade of the seventeenth century, still regarded most of them as justified in 
law and ethics, provided the war was waged for a just cause.° 

This absence of moral restraints upon killing in war resulted from the 
nature of war itself. In those times war was considered a contest between all 
the inhabitants of the territories of the belligerent states. The enemy to be 
fought was the total number of individuals owing allegiance to a certain lord 
or living within a certain territory rather than the armed forces of the legal 
abstraction called a state in the modern sense. Thus every individual citizen 
of the enemy state became an enemy of every individual citizen of the other 
side. 

Since the end of the Thirty Years’ War, the conception has become prev- 
alent that war is not a contest between whole populations, but only between 
the armies of the belligerent states. In consequence, the distinction between 
combatants and noncombatants has become one of the fundamental legal and 
moral principles governing the actions of belligerents. War is considered to 
be a contest between the armed forces of the belligerent states, and, since 
the civilian populations do not participate actively in the armed contest, they 
are not to be made its object. Consequently, it is considered to be a moral 
and legal duty not to attack, wound, or kill noncombatant civilians purposely. 
Injuries and death suffered by them as incidents of military operations, such 
as the bombardment of a town or a battle taking place in an inhabited area, 
are regretted as sometimes unavoidable concomitants of war. However, to 


avoid them to the utmost is again considered a moral and legal duty. The 
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Hague Conventions with respect to the Laws and Customs of War on Land 
of 1899 and 1907, and the Geneva Convention of 1949, gave express and 
virtually universal legal sanction to that principle. 

A corresponding development has taken place with regard to members 
of the armed forces unwilling or unable to fight. It follows from the concep- 
tion of war prevailing in antiquity and in the better part of the Middle Ages 
that no exception to the moral and legal right to kill all enemies could be 
made for certain categories of disabled combatants. Thus Grotius could still 
state as the prevailing moral and legal conviction of his time: “The right to 
inflict injury extends even over captives, and without limitation of time. . . . 
The right to inflict injury extends even over those who wish to surrender, but 
whose surrender is not accepted.”” 

Yet, as the logical outgrowth of the conception of war as a contest be- 
tween armed forces, the idea developed that only those who are actually able 
and willing to participate actively in warfare ought to be the object of delib- 
erate armed action. Those who were no longer engaged in actual warfare be- 
cause of sickness, wounds, or because they had been made prisoners or were 
willing to be made prisoners ought not to be harmed. This tendency toward 
the humanization of warfare started in the sixteenth century and culminated 
in the great multilateral treaties of the nineteenth and early twentieth centu- 
ries. Practically all civilized nations have adhered to these treaties. Between 
1581 and 1864, 291 international agreements were concluded for the purpose 
of protecting the lives of the wounded and sick. The Geneva Convention of 
1864, superseded by those of 1906, 1929, and 1949, translated into concrete 
and detailed legal obligations the moral convictions of the age as to the treat- 
ment to be accorded to the wounded, the sick, and the medical persons in 
charge of them. The International Red Cross is both the symbol and the out- 
standing institutional realization of those moral convictions. 

As concerns prisoners of war, their lot was still miserable even in the 
eighteenth century, although they were as a rule no longer killed, but were 
treated as criminals and used as objects of exploitation by being released only 
for ransom. Article 24 of the Treaty of Friendship concluded in 1785 between 
the United States and Prussia for the first time clearly indicated a change in 
the moral convictions on that matter. It prohibited the confinement of pris- 
oners of war in convict prisons as well as the use of irons and stipulated their 
treatment as military personnel. The Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907, 
as well as the Geneva Conventions of 1929 and 1949, laid down a detailed 
system of legal rules intended to assure humane treatment of prisoners of war. 

From the same humanitarian concern for the life and sufferings of human 
beings exposed to the destructiveness of war emanate all the international 
treaties concluded since the mid-nineteenth century for the purpose of hu- 
manizing warfare. They prohibit the use of certain weapons, limit the use of 
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others, define the rights and duties of neutrals—in short, they try to infuse 
into warfare a spirit of decency and of respect for the common humanity of all 
its prospective victims and to restrict violence to the minimum compatible 
with the goal of war; that is, breaking the enemy's will to resist. The Decla- 
ration of Paris of 1856 limited maritime warfare. The Declaration of St. Pe- 
tersburg of 1868 prohibited the use of lightweight projectiles charged with 
explosives or inflammable substances. The Hague Declaration of 1899 prohib- 
ited the use of expanding (dum-dum) bullets. A number of international con- 
ventions prohibited gas, chemical, and bacteriological warfare. The Hague 
Conventions of 1899 and 1907 codified the laws of war on land and sea and 
the rights and duties of neutrals. The London Protocol of 1936 limited the 
use of submarines against merchant vessels. And, in our times, attempts are 
being made to limit nuclear warfare. All these efforts bear witness to the 
virtually universal growth of a moral reluctance to use unlimited violence as 
an instrument of foreign policy. 

There may be legal arguments against the validity or effectiveness of 
these international treaties, derived from the wholesale disregard or violations 
of their prohibitions. Yet this is no argument against the existence of a moral 
conscience that feels ill at ease in the presence of violence, or at least certain 
kinds of violence, on the international scene. The existence of such a con- 
science is attested to by the attempts to bring the practice of states into har- 
mony with moral principles through international agreements. It reveals itself 
also in the general justifications and excuses defending alleged violations of 
these agreements in moral terms. Most nations suscribe to legal agreements 
of this kind and try to live up to them, at least in a certain measure. There- 
fore, the protestations of innocence or of moral justification with which accu- 
sations in such matters are uniformly met are more than mere ideologies. 
They are the indirect recognition of certain moral limitations, which nations 
at times completely disregard and frequently violate. Finally, the moral con- 
science of large groups within a warring nation may revolt against undeniable 
and flagrant violations of moral and legal limitations upon the conduct of war. 
Such groups may demonstrate against the war and refuse to support it, 
thereby testifying to the existence of a moral conscience aware of moral limi- 
tations. 


Moral Condemnation of War 


Finally, since the turn of the century, the attitude toward war itself has re- 
flected an ever increasing awareness on the part of most statesmen that cer- 
tain moral limitations restrict the use of war as an instrument of foreign pol- 
icy. Statesmen have decried the ravages of war and have since the beginning 
of history justified their own participation in them in terms of self-defense or 
religious duty. The avoidance of war itself—that is, of any war—has become 
an aim of statecraft only since the turn of the century. The two Hague Peace 
Conferences of 1899 and 1907, the League of Nations of 1919, the Briand- 
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Kellogg Pact of 1928 outlawing aggressive war, and the United Nations in our 
day all have the avoidance of war itself as their ultimate objective. 

At the foundation of these and other legal instruments and organizations, 
of which Part Eight of this book will treat in detail, there is the conviction 
that war, and especially modern war, is not only a terrible thing to be avoided 
for reasons of expediency, but also an evil thing to be shunned on moral 
grounds. The student of the different collections of diplomatic documents con- 
cerning the origins of the First World War is struck by the hesitancy on the 
part of almost all responsible statesmen, with the exception perhaps of those 
of Vienna and St. Petersburg, to take steps that might irrevocably lead to war. 
This hesitancy and the almost general dismay among the statesmen when war 
finally proved to be inevitable contrasts sharply with the deliberate care with 
which, as late as the nineteenth century, wars were planned and incidents 
fabricated for the purpose of making war inevitable and placing the blame for 
starting it on the other side. 

In the years preceding the Second World War the policies of the West- 
ern powers were animated, to their great political and military disadvantage, 
by the desire to avoid war at any price. This desire overrode all other consid- 
erations of national policy. Similarly, the anxiety of all the great powers with- 
out exception to limit the Korean War to the Korean peninsula and thus pre- 
vent it from developing into a third world war, and the self-restraint practiced 
by all of them during the many international crises that have arisen since the 
end of the Second World War, are striking illustrations of a fundamental 
change in the attitude toward war. It is especially in the refusal to consider 
seriously the possibility of preventive war, regardless of its expediency in 
view of the national interest, that the moral condemnation of war as such has 
manifested itself in recent times in the Western world. When war comes, it 
must come as a natural catastrophe or as the evil deed of another nation, not 
as a foreseen and planned culmination of one’s own foreign policy. Only thus 
might the moral scruples, rising from the violated moral norm that there 
ought to be no war at all, be stilled, if they can be stilled at all. 


International Morality and Total War 


Thus, in contrast to antiquity and the better part of the Middle Ages, the 
modern age places moral limitations upon the conduct of foreign affairs in so 
far as they might affect the lives of individuals or groups of individuals. How- 
ever, certain important factors in the present condition of mankind point to- 
ward a definite weakening of those moral limitations. Let us remember that 
the absence of moral limitations with regard to the destruction of life was 
concomitant with the total character of warfare in which whole populations 
faced each other as personal enemies. Let us remember, too, that the gradual 
limitation of killing in war, and its subjection to certain conditions, coincided 
with the gradual development of limited war in which only armies faced each 
other as active opponents. With war taking on in recent times, to an ever 
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greater degree and in different respects, a total character, the moral limita- 
tions upon killing are observed to an ever lessening degree. Indeed, their 
very existence in the consciences of political and military leaders as well as of 
the common people becomes ever more precarious and is threatened with 
extinction. 

War in our time has become total in four different respects: (1) with 
regard to the fraction of the population engaged in activities essential for the 
conduct of the war, (2) with regard to the fraction of the population affected 
by the conduct of the war, (3) with respect to the fraction of the population 
completely identified in its convictions and emotions with the conduct of the 
war, and (4) with respect to the objective of the war. 

Mass armies supported by the productive effort of the majority of the 
civilian population have replaced the relatively small armies of previous cen- 
turies, which consumed only a smal] portion of the national product. The 
success of the civilian population in keeping the armed forces supplied may 
be as important for the outcome of the war as the military effort itself. There- 
fore, the defeat of the civilian population (the breaking of its ability and will 
to produce) may be as important as the defeat of the armed forces (the break- 
ing of their ability and will to resist). Thus the character of modern war, 
drawing its weapons from a vast industrial machine, blurs the distinction be- 
tween soldier and civilian. The worker, the engineer, the scientist are not 
innocent bystanders cheering on the armed forces from the side lines. They 
are as intrinsic and indispensable a part of the military organization as are the 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen. Thus a modern nation at war must seek to dis- 
rupt and destroy the productive processes of its enemy, and the modern tech- 
nology of war provides the means for the realization of that aim. The impor- 
tance of civilian production for modern war and the interest in injuring enemy 
production were already generally recognized in the First World War. Then, 
however, the technological means of affecting the civilian productive proc- 
esses directly were but in their infancy. The belligerents had to resort to 
indirect means, such as blockades and submarine warfare. They attempted to 
interfere directly with civilian life through air attacks and long-range bom- 
bardment only sporadically and with indifferent results. 

The Second World War has made the latter methods of direct interfer- 
ence the most effective instrument for the destruction of a nation’s productive 
capacity and ability to resist. The interest in the mass destruction of civilian 
life and property coincided with the ability to carry such mass destruction 
through, and this combination has been too strong for the moral convictions 
of the modern world to resist. Voicing the moral convictions of the first dec- 
ades of the century, Secretary of State Cordell Hull declared on June 11, 
1938, with reference to the bombardment of Canton by Japan, that the ad- 
ministration disapproved of the sale of aircraft and aircraft armaments to coun- 
tries that had engaged in the bombing of civilian populations. In his speech 
of December 2, 1939, President Roosevelt declared a similar moral embargo 
against the Soviet Union in view of its military operations against Finnish 
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civilians. Only a few years later all belligerents engaged in practices of this 
kind on a scale dwarfing those which American statesmen had condemned on 
moral grounds. Warsaw and Rotterdam, London and Coventry, Cologne and 
Nuremberg, Hiroshima and Nagasaki are stepping stones, not only in the 
development of the modern technology of war, but also in the development 
of the modern morality of warfare. The Indochina War for all practical pur- 
poses obliterated the distinction between combatants and the civilian popu- 
lation. 

The national interest in the destruction of enemy productivity and his 
will to resist, as created by the character of modern war, and the opportunity 
the modern technology of warfare presents of satisfying that interest, have 
had a deteriorating effect upon international morality. This deterioration is 
further accentuated by the emotional involvement of the great masses of the 
warring populations in modern war. As the religious wars of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries were followed by the dynastic wars of the later seven- 
teenth and eighteenth centuries, and as the latter yielded to the national wars 
of the nineteenth and the early twentieth centuries, so war in our time tends 
to revert to the religious type by becoming ideological in character. The citi- 
zen of a modern warring nation, in contrast to his ancestors of the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, does not fight for the glory of his prince or the 
unity and greatness of his nation, but he “crusades” for an “ideal,” a set of 
“principles,” a “way of life,” for which he claims a monopoly of truth and 
virtue. In consequence, he fights to the death or to “unconditional surrender” 
all those who adhere to another, a false and evil, “ideal” and “way of life.” 
Since it is this “ideal” and “way of life” that he fights in whatever persons 
they manifest themselves, the distinctions between fighting and disabled sol- 
diers, combatants and civilians—if they are not eliminated altogether—are 
subordinated to the one distinction that really matters: the distinction be- 
tween the representatives of the right and the wrong philosophy and way of 
life. The moral duty to spare the wounded, the sick, the surrendering and 
unarmed enemy, and to respect him as a human being who was an enemy 
only by virtue of being found on the other side of the fence, is superseded by 
the moral duty to punish and to wipe off the face of the earth the professors 
and practitioners of evil. 

These tendencies destructive of moral limitations have been powerfully 
strengthened by the impersonal nature of modern war. Throughout history 
until the First World War, soldiers met face to face in combat. These deadly 
encounters were not devoid of a human element: men looked each other in 
the eye, trying to kill and avoid being killed. These encounters had room for 
human emotions, virtues, and vices, demonstrated and perceived by men. 
After Achilles has fatally wounded Lykaos, Homer has him bend over the 
doomed adversary and say “Die, friend.” 

Modern war is in large measure push-button war, anonymously fought 
by people who have never seen their enemy alive or dead and who will never 
know whom they have killed. Nor will the victims ever see the face of the 
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enemy. The only connection between the enemies is the machinery with 
which they try to kill each other. Such a technologically dehumanized war is 
bound to be morally dehumanized as well. For the operator of the machinery, 
the experience of target practice is hardly different from that of a real attack, 
and an attack upon a military installation is for him indistinguishable from that 
upon a civilian target. As a pilot who flew bombing missions in Vietnam put 
it: “It's like being trained to fix TV's, like being a technician.” Thus the tech- 
nology of modern war drastically weakens, if it does not destroy altogether, 
the ability to make those factual distinctions without which it is impossible to 
discriminate between moral and immoral acts of war. 

Under the impact of this fundamental change in the conception of war- 
fare, not only were the moral limitations upon killing in war, to which we 
have referred above, extensively violated during the Second World War, but 
belligerents have tended to justify on moral grounds the refusal to take pris- 
oners, the killing of prisoners, and the indiscriminate killing of members of 
the armed forces and of civilians, and thus to assuage their moral scruples, if 
not to shake them off altogether. Thus, while the moral limitations upon kill- 
ing in times of peace remain intact, the moral limitations upon killing in war 
have proved to be largely ineffective. What is by and large more important 
for the purposes of this discussion, they have shown a tendency under the 
impact of a fundamentally altered conception of war to weaken and disappear 
altogether as rules of conduct. 

More than a half-century ago, in an era of general optimism, a great 
scholar clearly foresaw the possibility of this development and analyzed its 
elements. John Westlake, Whewell Professor of International Law at the Uni- 
versity of Cambridge, wrote in 1894: 


It is almost a truism to say that the mitigation of war must depend on the parties 
to it feeling that they belong to a larger whole than their respective tribes or 
states, a whole in which the enemy too is comprised, so that duties arising out of 
that larger citizenship are owed even to him. This sentiment has never been 
wholly wanting in Europe since the commencement of historical times, but there 
have been great variations in the nature and extent of the whole to which the 
wider attachment was felt. . . . In our own time there is a cosmopolitan senti- 
ment, a belief in a commonwealth of mankind similar to that of the Stoics, but 
stronger because the soil has been prepared by Christianity, and by the mutual 
respect which great states tolerably equal in power and similar in civilization 
cannot help feeling for one another. . . . There have been periods during which 
the level has fallen, and one such period it belongs to our subject to notice. The 
wars of religion which followed the Reformation were among the most terrible in 
which the beast in man ever broke loose, and yet they occurred in an age of 
comparative enlightenment. Zeal for a cause, however worthy the cause may be, 
_ is one of the strongest and most dangerous irritants to which human passion is 
subject; and the tie of Protestant to Protestant and of Catholic to Catholic, cutting 
across the state tie instead of embracing it unweakened in a more comprehensive 
one, enfeebled the ordinary checks to passion when they were most wanted. 
Such a degradation of war would tend to recur if socialism attained to the consis- 
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tency and power of a militant creed, and met the present idea of the state on the 
field of battle. It is possible that we might then see in war a license equal to that 
which anarchism shows us in peace!® 


UNIVERSAL MORALITY VS. NATIONALISTIC 
UNIVERSALISM 


The deterioration of international morality which has occurred in recent years 
with regard to the protection of life is only a special instance of a general and, 
for the purposes of this discussion, much more far-reaching dissolution of an 
ethical system that in the past imposed its restraints upon the day-by-day 
operations of foreign policy but does so no longer. Two factors have brought 
about this dissolution: the substitution of democratic for aristocratic responsi- 
bility in foreign affairs and the substitution of nationalistic standards of action 
for universal ones. 


Personal Ethics of the Aristocratic International 


In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and to a lessening degree up to 
the First World War, international morality was the concern of a personal 
sovereign—that is, a certain individual prince and his successors—and of a 
relatively small, cohesive, and homogeneous group of aristocratic rulers. The 
prince and the aristocratic rulers of a particular nation were in constant, inti- 
mate contact with the princes and aristocratic rulers of other nations. They 
were joined together by family ties, a common language (French), common 
cultural values, a common style of life, and common moral convictions about 
what a gentleman was and was not allowed to do in his relations with another — 
gentleman, whether of his own or of a foreign nation. The princes competing 
for power considered themselves to be competitors in a game whose rules 
were accepted by all the other competitors. The members of their diplomatic 
and military services looked upon themselves as employees who served their 
employer either by virtue of the accident of birth (reinforced often, but by no 
means always, by a sense of personal loyalty to the monarch), or because of 
the promise of pay, influence, and glory he held out to them. 

The desire for material gain especially provided for this aristocratic soci- 
ety a common bond that was stronger than the ties of dynastic or national 
loyalty. Thus it was proper and common for a government to pay the foreign 
minister or diplomat of another country a pension; that is, a bribe. Lord Rob- 
ert Cecil, the Minister of Elizabeth, received one from Spain. Sir Henry Wot- 
ton, British Ambassador to Venice in the seventeenth century, accepted one 
from Savoy while applying for one from Spain. The documents which the 
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French revolutionary government published in 1793 show that France subsi- 
dized Austrian statesmen between 1757 and 1769 to the tune of 82,652,479 
livres, with the Austrian Chancellor Kaunitz receiving 100,000. Nor was it 
regarded any less proper or less usual for a government to compensate foreign 
statesmen for their cooperation in the conclusion of treaties. In 1716, French 
Cardinal Dubois offered British Minister Stanhope 600,000 livres for an alli- 
ance with France. He reported that, while not accepting the proposition at 
that time, Stanhope “listened graciously without being displeased.” After the 
conclusion of the Treaty of Basel of 1795, by which Prussia withdrew from the 
war against France, Prussian Minister Hardenberg received from the French 
government valuables worth 30,000 francs and complained of the insignifi- 
cance of the gift. In 1801, the Margrave of Baden spent 500,000 francs in the 
form of “diplomatic presents,” of which French Foreign Minister Talleyrand 
received 150,000. It was generally intended to give him only 100,000, but the 
amount was increased after it had become known that he had received from 
Prussia a snuffbox worth 66,000 francs as well as 100,000 francs in cash. 

The Prussian Ambassador in Paris summed up well the main rule of this 
_ game when he reported to his government in 1802: “Experience has taught 
everybody who is here on diplomatic business that one ought never to give 
anything before the deal is definitely closed, but it has also proved that the 
allurement of gain will often work wonders.” 

Statesmen who participated in transactions of this kind could hardly be 
expected to be passionately devoted to the cause of the countries whose in- 
terests were in their care. Obviously they had loyalties besides and above the 
one to the country which employed them. Furthermore, the expectation of 
material gain at the conclusion of a treaty could not fail to act as a powerful 
incentive for expediting the negotiations. Stalemates, adjournments sine die, 
and long-drawn-out wars were not likely to find favor with statesmen who had 
a very personal stake in the conclusion of treaties. In these two respects the 
commercialization of statecraft in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
was bound to blunt the edge of international controversies and confine the 
aspirations for power of individual nations within relatively narrow limits. 

In that period of history the Austrian Ambassador to France felt more at 
home at the court of Versailles than among his own nonaristocratic compa- 
triots. He had closer social and moral ties with the members of the French 
aristocracy and the other aristocratic members of the diplomatic corps than 
with the Austrians of humble origin. In 1757, the Comte de Stainville was 
Austrian Minister in Paris, while his son, later (as Duc de Choiseul) Prime 
Minister of Louis XV, was French Ambassador at the Court of Vienna. At the 
same time, another son was Major of a Croat regiment in Hungary. It was not 
surprising that in such circumstances the diplomatic and military personnel 
fluctuated to a not inconsiderable degree from one monarchical employer to 
another. It was not rare that a French diplomat or officer, for some reason of 
self-interest, would enter the services of the King of Prussia and would fur- 
ther the aims of Prussia, or fight in the Prussian army, against France. Louis 
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XIV refused a commission to Prince Eugene of Savoy, son of Mazarin’s niece, 
whereupon the Prince entered the Austrian service and became the greatest 
of Austrian generals, ending the French dream of dominating Italy. During 
the eighteenth century a great number of Germans entered all branches of 
the Russian government; many of them were later dismissed in a kind of 
purge and returned to their countries of origin. 

In 1756, shortly before the outbreak of the Seven Years’ War, Frederick 
the Great sent the Scottish Earl Marischall as his Ambassador to Spain in 
order to get information about the Spanish intentions. The Scottish Ambas- 
sador of Prussia had a friend in Spain, an Irishman by the name of Wall, who 
happened to be Spanish Foreign Minister and who told him what he wanted 
to know. The Scot transmitted this information to the British Prime Minister 
who, in turn, passed it on to the King of Prussia. As late as 1792, shortly 
before the outbreak of the War of the First Coalition against France, the 
French government offered the supreme command of the French forces to 
the Duke of Brunswick who, however, decided to accept an offer from the 
King of Prussia to lead the Prussian Army against France. As late as 1815, at 
the Congress of Vienna, Alexander I of Russia had as ministers and advisors 
in foreign affairs two Germans, one Greek, one Corsican, one Swiss, one 
Pole—and one Russian. Even at the end of the nineteenth century, it was 
still possible for Prince Chlodwig zu Hohenlohe-Schillingsfuerst to be Ger- 
man Chancellor, for one of his brothers to be a Cardinal of the Roman curia, 
for one of his nephews to be an Austrian minister, and for another to be an 
Austrian general and diplomat who later on became Ambassador in Berlin. 
Thus Guizot, a former Prime Minister of France, could write in the middle 
of the nineteenth century: 


The professional diplomats form, within the European community, a society of 
their own which lives by its own principles, customs, lights, and aspirations, and 
which amid differences and even conflicts between States, preserves a quiet and 
permanent unity of its own. Moved by the divergent interests of nations, but not 
by their prejudices or momentary passions, that smal] diplomatic world may well 
recognize the general interest of the great European community with sufficient 
clearness and fill it with sufficient strength, to make it triumph over differences, 
and cause men, who have long upheld very different policies without ever quar- 
relling among themselves, and who have almost always shared the same atmo- 
sphere and horizons, to work sincerely for the success of the same policy.® 


Bismarck’s experience in 1862, on the occasion of his recall] as Prussian 
Ambassador to Russia, is significant for the persistence of this international 
cohesion of the aristocracy. When he expressed to the Czar his regret at the 
necessity of leaving St. Petersburg, the Czar, misunderstanding this remark, 
asked Bismarck whether he was inclined to enter the Russian diplomatic ser- 
vice. Bismarck reported in his memoirs that he declined the offer “cour- 
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teously.”! What is important and significant for the purposes of our discussion 
is not that Bismarck declined the offer—many such offers had certainly been 
declined before and perhaps even a few have been since—but that he did so 
“courteously,” and that even his report, written more than thirty years after 
the event, showed no trace of moral indignation. Only a little more than half 
a century ago the offer to an ambassador, who had just been appointed prime 
minister, to transfer his loyalties from one country to another was considered 
by the recipient as a sort of business proposition that did not at all insinuate 
the violation of moral standards. 

Let us imagine that a similar offer had been made in our time by a Rus- 
sian Prime Minister to the American Ambassador or by the American Presi- 
dent to any diplomat accredited in Washington, and visualize the private em- 
barrassment of the individual concerned and the public indignation following 
the incident, and we have the measure of the profundity of the change that 
has transformed the ethics of foreign policy in recent times. Today such an 
offer would be regarded as an invitation to treason; that is, the violation of 
the most fundamental of all moral obligations in international affairs—loyalty 
to one’s own country. When it was made and even when it was reported, 
shortly before the close of the nineteenth century, it was a proposition to be 
accepted or rejected on its merits without any lack of moral propriety attach- 
ing to it. 

The moral standards of conduct with which the international aristocracy 
complied were of necessity of a supranational character. They applied not to 
all Prussians, Austrians, or Frenchmen, but to all men who by virtue of their 
birth and education were able to comprehend them and to act in accordance 
with them. It was in the concept and the rules of natural law that this cos- 
mopolitan society found the source of its precepts of morality. The individual 
members of this society, therefore, felt themselves to be personally responsi- 
ble for compliance with those moral rules of conduct; for it was to them as 
rational human beings, as individuals, that this moral code was addressed. 
When it was suggested to Louis XV that he counterfeit the bills of the Bank 
of England, the King rejected such a proposition, which “could be considered 
here only with all the indignation and all the horror which it deserves.” When 
a similar proposition was made in 1792 with respect to the French currency 
in order to save Louis XVI, the Austrian Emperor Francis II declared that 
“such an infamous project is not to be accepted.” 

This sense of a highly personal moral obligation to be met by those in 
charge of foreign policy with regard to their colleagues in other countries 
explains the emphasis with which the writers of the seventeenth and eigh- 
teenth centuries counseled the monarch to safeguard his “honor” and his 
“reputation” as his most precious possessions. Any action Louis XV undertook 
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on the international scene was his personal act in which his personal sense of 
moral obligation revealed itself and in which, therefore, his personal honor 
was engaged. A violation of his moral obligations, as they were recognized by 
his fellow monarchs for themselves, would set in motion not only his con- 
science but also the spontaneous reactions of the supranational aristocratic 
society, which would make him pay for the violation of its mores with a loss 
of prestige; that is, a loss of power. 


Destruction of International Morality 


When in the course of the nineteenth century democratic selection and re- 
sponsibility of government officials replaced government by the aristocracy, 
the structure of international society and, with it, of international morality 
underwent a fundamental change. Until virtually the end of the nineteenth 
century, aristocratic rulers were responsible for the conduct of foreign affairs 
in most countries. In the new age their place has been taken by officials 
elected or appointed regardless of class distinctions. These officials are legally 
and morally responsible for their official acts, not to a monarch (that is, a 
specific individual), but to a collectivity (that is, a parliamentary majority, or 
the people as a whole). An important shift in public opinion may easily call 
for a change in the personnel conducting foreign policy. They will be replaced 
by another group of individuals taken from whatever group of the population 
prevails at the moment. 

Government officials are no longer exclusively recruited from the aristo- 
cratic groups, but from virtually the whole population within which members 
of the “establishment” occupy a privileged position. This has, of course, been 
the tradition in the United States, yet it is unprecedented in such countries 
as Great Britain and the Soviet Union. Mr. Bevin, former General Secretary 
of the Transport and General Workers Union, became in 1945 British Secre- 
tary of State for Foreign Affairs. Mr. Molotov, a former professional revolu- 
tionary, was for many years responsible for Russian foreign policy. 

In such countries as Great Britain, France, or Italy, where the govern- 
ment needs the support of a majority of parliament for its continuation in 
office, any change in the parliamentary majority necessitates a change in the 
composition of the government. Even in such a country as the United States, 
where not Congress, but only general elections can put an administration into 
office or remove it, the turnover of the policymakers in the State Department 
can be considerable. Within eighteen months, from July 1945 to January 
1947, the United States had three secretaries of state. Of all the policymaking 
officials of the State Department—that is, the undersecretary and assistant 
secretaries—who held office in October 1945, none was still in office two 
years later. In the Reagan administration, a tendency which began in the 
Carter administration resulted in political appointments being made across 
the board in the Department of State down to the level of deputy assistant 
secretary positions. The fluctuation of the policymakers in international affairs 
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and their responsibility to an amorphous collective entity has far-reaching 
consequences for the effectiveness, even for the very existence, of an inter- 
national moral order. 

This transformation within the individual nations changed international 
morality as a system of moral restraints from a reality into a mere figure of 
speech. When we say that George III of England was subject to certain moral 
restraints in his dealings with Louis XVI of France or Catherine the Great of 
Russia, we are referring to something real, something that can be identified 
with the conscience and the actions of certain specific individuals. When we 
say that the British Commonwealth of Nations, or even Great Britain alone, 
has moral obligations toward the United States or France, we are making use 
of a fiction. By virtue of this fiction international law deals with nations as 
though they were individual persons, but nothing in the sphere of moral ob- 
ligations corresponds to this legal concept. Whatever the conscience of the 
monarch as the constitutional head of the British Commonwealth and of Great 
Britain demands of the conduct of the foreign affairs of Great Britain and of 
the Commonwealth is irrelevant for the actual conduct of those affairs; for the 
monarch is not responsible for those affairs and has no actual influence upon 
them. What of the Prime Ministers and the Secretaries of State for Foreign 
Affairs of Great Britain and of the Dominions? They are but members of the 
cabinet, which as a collective body determines foreign policy, as any other 
policy, by majority decision. The cabinet as a whole is politically responsible 
to the majority party, whose political preferences it is supposed to translate 
into political action. It is legally responsible to Parliament, of which it is, 
constitutionally speaking, only a committee. Parliament, however, is respon- 
sible to the electorate, from which it has received the mandate to govern and 
from which its individual members hope to receive another mandate at the 
next general election. 

The individual] members of the electorate, finally, may have no moral 
convictions of a supranational character at all which determine their actions 
on election day and in between, or, if they have such convictions, they will 
be most heterogeneous in content. In other words, there will be those who 
act according to the moral maxim: “Right or wrong—my country.” There will 
be those who apply to their own actions with regard to international affairs as 
well as to the actions of the government the standard of Christian ethics. 
There will be those who apply the standard of the United Nations or of world 
government or of humanitarian ethics. The fluctuating members of the policy- 
making group or of the permanent bureaucracy of the Foreign Office may 
or may not reflect these and similar divisions of opinion. In any case, the 
reference to a moral rule of conduct requires an individual conscience from 
which it emanates, and there is no individual conscience from which what we 
cal] the international morality of Great Britain or of any other nation could 
emanate. 

An individual statesman may follow the dictates of his own conscience in 
his conduct of foreign policy. If he does, it is to him as an individual that 
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these moral convictions are attributed, not to the nation to which he belongs 
and in whose name he may even actually speak. Thus, when Lord Morley 
and John Burns felt that the participation of Great Britain in the First World 
War was incompatible with their moral convictions, they resigned from the 
British cabinet. This was their personal act and those were their personal 
convictions. When at the same moment the German Chancellor admitted as 
head of the German government the illegality and immorality of the violation 
of Belgium’s neutrality, justified only by a state of necessity, he spoke for 
himself only. The voice of his conscience could not be and was not identified 
with the conscience of the collectivity called Germany. The moral principles 
that guided Laval as Minister of Foreign Affairs and Prime Minister of the 
pro-German Vichy regime during the Second World War were his, not those 
of France, and nobody pretended that the latter was the case. 

Moral rules operate within the consciences of individual men. Govern- 
ment by clearly identifiable men, who can be held personally accountable for 
their acts, is therefore the precondition for the existence of an effective sys- 
tem of international ethics. Where responsibility for government is widely 
distributed among a great number of individuals with different conceptions as 
to what is morally required in international affairs, or with no such concep- 
tions at all, international morality as an effective system of restraints upon 
international policy becomes impossible. It is for this reason that Dean Roscoe 
Pound could say as far back as 1923: “It might be maintained plausibly, that 
amoral. . . order among states, was nearer attainment in the middle of the 
eighteenth century than it is today.”” 


Destruction of International Society 


While the democratic selection and responsibility of government officials de- 
stroyed international morality as an effective system of restraints, nationalism 
destroyed the international society itself within which that morality had op- 
erated. The French Revolution of 1789 marks the beginning of the new epoch 
of history which witnesses the gradual decline of the cosmopolitan aristocratic 
society and of the restraining influence of its morality upon foreign policy. 
Professor G. P. Gooch wrote: 


While patriotism is as old as the instinct of human association, nationalism as an 
articulate creed issued from the volcanic fires of the French Revolution. The tide 
of battle turned at Valmy; and on the evening after the skirmish Goethe... . 
replied to a request for his opinion in the historic words, “From to-day begins a 
new era, and you will be able to say that you were present at its birth.” 
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It was a slow process of corrosion, with the old order resisting valiantly, 
as illustrated by the Holy Alliance and such incidents as the one, discussed 
above, when as late as 1862 the Russian Czar invited Bismarck to enter the 
Russian diplomatic service.‘ Yet the decline of the international society and 
its morality, which had united the monarchs and the nobility of Christendom, 
is unmistakable toward the end of the nineteenth century. This decline has 
nowhere become more painfully patent that in the theatrical hollowness of 
William II's verbal attempts at arresting it. He wrote to the Russian Czar in 
1895, with regard to the French: 


The Republicans are revolutionists de natura. The blood of Their Majesties is 
still on that country. Has it since then ever been happy or quiet again? Has it 
not staggered from bloodshed to bloodshed? Nicky, take my word on it, the curse 
of God has stricken that people forever. We Christian Kings and Emperors have 
one holy duty imposed on us by Heaven, that is to uphold the principle of By 
the Grace of God. 


And the anachronism of William II's stillborn plan, conceived on the eve of 
the Spanish-American War, to unite the European powers in support of the 
Spanish monarchy against the American republic, dismayed his advisors. 

But even in 1914, on the eve of the First World War, there is in many 
of the statements and dispatches of statesmen and diplomats a melancholy 
undertone of regret that individuals who had so much in common should now 
be compelled to part and identify themselves with the warring groups on the 
different sides of the frontiers. Even the Grand General Staff of Germany, in 
the memorandum quoted above,” refers to the impending First World War 
as “the mutual butchery of the civilized nations of Europe” and continues on 
this note of anxiety and foreboding: “After this fashion things must and will 
develop, unless, one might say, a miracle happens to prevent at the last mo- 
ment a war which will annihilate for decades the civilization of almost all 
Europe.”® This, however, was only a feeble reminiscence which no longer 
had the power to influence the actions of men. By then, these men had nat- 
urally less in common with each other than they had with the respective 
peoples from whom they had risen to the heights of power and whose will 
and interests they represented in their relations with other nations. What 
separated the French Foreign Minister from his opposite number in Berlin 
was much more important than what united them. Conversely, what united 
the French Foreign Minister with the French nation was much more impor- 
tant than anything that might set him apart from it. The place of the one 
international society to which all members of the different governing groups 
belonged and which provided a common framework for the different national 
societies had been taken by the national societies themselves. The national 
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societies now gave to their representatives on the international scene the stan- 
dards of conduct which the international society had formerly supplied. 

When, in the course of the nineteenth century, this fragmentation of the 
aristocratic international society into its national segments was well on its way 
to consummation, the protagonists of nationalism were convinced that this 
development would strengthen the bonds of international morality rather than 
weaken them. For they believed that once the national aspirations of the lib- 
erated peoples were satisfied and aristocratic rule replaced by popular govern- 
ment, nothing could divide the nations of the earth. Conscious of being mem- 
bers of the same humanity and inspired by the same ideals of freedom, 
tolerance, and peace, they would pursue their national destinies in harmony. 
Actually the spirit of nationalism, once it had materialized in nation states, 
proved to be not universalistic and humanitarian, but particularistic and ex- 
clusive. When the international society of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries was destroyed, it became obvious that there was nothing to take the 
place of that unifying and restraining element which had been a real society 
superimposed upon the particular national societies. The international solidar- 
ity of the working class under the banner of socialism proved to be an illusion. 
Organized religion tended to identify itself with the national state rather than 
to transcend it. Thus the nation became the ultimate point of reference for 
the allegiance of the individual, and the members of the different nations all 
had their own particular object of allegiance. 

We have in Lord Keynes’s portrait of Clemenceau a vivid sketch of this 
new morality of nationalism: 


He felt about France what Pericles felt of Athens—unique value in her, nothing 
else mattering. . . . He had one illusion—France; and one disillusion—man- 
kind, including Frenchmen, and his colleagues not least. . . . Nations are real 
things, of whom you love one and feel for the rest indifference—or hatred. The 
glory of the nation you love is a desirable end—but generally to be obtained at 
your neighbor's expense. Prudence required some measure of lip-service to the 
“deals” of foolish Americans and hypocritical Englishmen, but it would be stupid 
to believe that there is much room in the world, as it really is, for such affairs as 
the League of Nations, or any sense in the principle of self-determination except 
as an ingenious formula for rearranging the balance of power in one’s own inter- 
ests. 

This fragmentation of a formerly cohesive international society into a 
multiplicity of morally self-sufficient national communities, which have ceased 
to operate within a common framework of moral precepts, is but the outward 
symptom of the profound change that in recent times has transformed the 
relations between universal moral precepts and the particular systems of na- 
tional ethics. The transformation has proceeded in two different ways. It has 
weakened, to the point of ineffectiveness, the universal, supranational moral 
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rules of conduct, which before the age of nationalism had imposed a system— 
however precarious and wide-meshed—of limitations upon the foreign poli- 
cies of individual nations. Conversely, it has greatly strengthened the ten- 
dency of individual nations to endow their particular national systems of ethics 
with universal validity. 


Victory of Nationalism over Internationalism 


The vitality of a moral system is put to its crucial test when its control of the 
consciences and actions of men is challenged by another system of morality. 
Thus the relative strength of the ethics of humility and self-denial of the Ser- 
mon on the Mount and of the ethics of self-advancement and power of mod- 
ern Western society is determined by the extent to which either system of 
morality is able to mold the actions or at least the consciences of men in 
accordance with its precepts. Every human being, in so far as he is responsive 
to ethical appeals at all, is from time to time confronted with such a conflict 
of conscience, which tests the relative strength of conflicting moral com- 
mands. A similar test must determine the respective strength, with regard to 
the conduct of foreign policy, of supranational ethics and the ethics of nation- 
alism. To supranational ethics, composed of Christian, cosmopolitan, and hu- 
manitarian elements, the diplomatic language of the time pays its tribute, and 
many individual writers postulate it. But the ethics of nationalism have been 
on the ascendancy throughout the world for the last century and a half. 

It is indeed true that, even before that ascendancy of the ethics of na- 
tionalism, national ethics, as formulated, for instance, in the philosophy of 
reason of state of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, has in most con- 
flict situations proved itself to be superior to universal moral rules of conduct. 
This is obvious from a consideration of the most elemental and also the most 
important conflict situation of this kind, the one between the universal ethical 
precept, “Thou shalt not kill,’ and the command of a particular national eth- 
ics, “Thou shalt kill under certain conditions the enemies of thy country.” 
The individual to whom these two moral rules of conduct are addressed is 
confronted with a conflict between his allegiance to humanity as a whole, 
manifesting itself in the respect for human life as such, irrespective of nation- 
ality or any other particular characteristic, and his loyalty to a particular na- 
tion whose interests he is called upon to promote at the price of the lives of 
the members of another nation. In the words of Pascal: 


Why do you kill me? What! do you not live on the other side of the water? If you 
lived on this side, my friend, I should be an assassin, and it would be unjust to 
slay you in this manner. But since you live on the other side, I am a hero, and it 
is just. . . . Three degrees of latitude reverse all jurisprudence; a meridian de- 
cides the truth. . . . A strange justice that is bounded by a river! Truth on this 
side of the Pyrenées, error on the other side.® | 


°Pensées, translated by W. F. Trotter, Modern Library (New York: Random House, Inc., 
1941), Section V. (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) 
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Most individuals today and during all of modern history have resolved this 
conflict between supranational and national ethics in favor of loyalty to the 
nation. In this respect, however, three factors distinguish the present age 
from previous ones. 

First, there is the enormously increased ability of the nation state to 
exert moral compulsion upon its members. This ability is the result partly of 
the almost divine prestige the nation enjoys in our time, partly of the control 
over the instruments molding public opinion which economic and technolog- 
ical developments have put at the disposal of the state. 

Second, there is the extent to which loyalty to the nation requires the 
individual to disregard universal moral rules of conduct. The modern tech- 
nology of war has given the individual opportunities for mass destruction un- 
known to previous ages. Today a nation may ask one single individual to de- 
stroy the lives of hundreds of thousands of people by firing one missile with 
a nuclear warhead. The compliance with a demand of such enormous conse- 
quences demonstrates the weakness of supranational ethics more impressively 
than do the limited violations of universal moral standards of conduct which 
were committed in pre-atomic times. 

Finally, there is today, in consequence of the two other factors, much 
less chance for the individual to be loyal to supranational ethics when they 
are in conflict with the moral demands of the nation. The individual, faced 
with the enormity of the deeds he is asked to commit in the name of the 
nation, and with the overwhelming weight of moral pressure which the nation 
exerts upon him, would require extraordinary moral strength to resist those 
demands. The magnitude of the infractions of universal ethics committed on 
behalf of the nation, and of the moral compulsion exerted in favor of them, 
affects the qualitative relationship of the two systems of ethics. It puts in bold 
relief the desperate weakness of universal ethics in its conflict with the mo- 
rality of the nation and decides the conflict in favor of the nation before it has 
really started. 


Transformation of Nationalism 


It is at this point that the impotence of universal ethics becomes an important 
factor in bringing about a significant and far-reaching change in the relations 
between supranational and national systems of morality. It is one of the factors 
that lead to the identification of both.° The individual comes to realize that 
the flouting of universal standards of morality is not the handiwork of a few 
wicked men, but the inevitable outgrowth of the conditions under which na- 
tions exist and pursue their aims. He experiences in his own conscience the 
feebleness of universal standards and the preponderance of national morality 
as forces motivating the actions of men on the international scene, and his 
conscience does not cease to be ill at ease. 





°For other factors, see Chapter 20. 


_ International Morality 271 

On the one hand, the continuous discomfort of a perpetually uneasy con- 
science is too much for him to bear; on the other, he is too strongly attached 
to the concept of universal ethics to give it up altogether. Two possibilities to 
resolve that conflict are open to him. He can sacrifice the moral demands of 
his nation for the sake of universal ethics. It is indeed the starkness of the 
contemporary conflict that has driven a minority to make that sacrifice by 
refusing to support certain foreign policies of their respective nations in the 
name of a higher universal morality. The majority, however, in order to over- 
come that conflict identifies the morality of a particular nation with the com- 
mands of supranational ethics. It pours, as it were, the contents of a particular 
national morality into the now almost empty bottle of universal ethics. So 
each nation comes to know again a universal morality—that is, its own na- 
tional morality—which is taken to be the one that all the other nations ought 
to accept as their own. The universality of an ethics to which all nations ad- 
here is replaced by the particularity of national ethics which claims the right 
to, and aspires toward, universal recognition. There are then potentially as 
many ethical codes claiming universality as there are politically dynamic na- 
tions. 

Nations no longer oppose each other, as they did from the Treaty of 
Westphalia to the Napoleonic Wars, and then again from the end of the latter 
to the First World War, within a framework of shared beliefs and common 
values, which imposes effective limitations upon the ends and means of their 
struggle for power. They oppose each other now as the standard-bearers of 
ethical systems, each of them of national origin and each of them claiming and 
aspiring to provide a supranational framework of moral standards which all 
the other nations ought to accept and within which their foreign policies 
ought to operate. The moral code of one. nation flings the challenge of its 
universal claim with Messianic fervor into the face of another, which recipro- 
cates in kind. Compromise, the virtue of the old diplomacy, becomes the trea- 
son of the new; for the mutual accommodation of conflicting claims, possible 
or legitimate within a common framework of moral standards, amounts to 
surrender when the moral standards themselves are the stakes of the conflict. 
Thus the stage is set for a contest among nations whose stakes are no longer 
their relative positions within a political and moral system accepted by all, 
but the ability to impose upon the other contestants a new universal political 
and moral system recreated in the image of the victorious nation’s political 
and moral convictions. 

The first inkling of this development from one genuinely universal sys- 
tem to a multiplicity of particular moral systems claiming, and competing for, 
universality can be detected in the contest between Napoleon and the nations 
allied against him. On both sides the contest was fought in the name of par- 
ticular principles claiming universal validity: here the principles of the French 
Revolution, there the principle of legitimacy. But with the defeat of Napoleon 
and the failure of the Holy Alliance to uphold its principles in competition 
with the rising movement of nationalism, this attempt at erecting a particular 
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code of ethics into a universal one came to an end and thus remained a mere 
historic interlude. 

The present period of history in which generally and, as it seems, per- 
manently universal moral rules of conduct are replaced by particular ones 
claiming universality was ushered in by Woodrow Wilson’s war “to make the 
world safe for democracy.” It is not by accident and it has deep significance 
that those who shared Wilson’s philosophy thought of that war as a “crusade” 
for democracy. The First World War, as seen from Wilson’s perspective, has 
indeed this in common with the Crusades of the Middle Ages—it was waged 
for the purpose of making one moral system, held by one group, prevail in 
the rest of the world. In the words of Robert C. Binkley: 


The World War not only brought to the top statesmen who were philosophers; it 
also brought the professional philosophers down from their intellectual pedestals. 
In every country these men used their high talents to give to the “issues” of the 
war a cosmic significance. They proved that the iniquities of the adversary had 
been present all along as implications of a national philosophy and culture, and 
that the triumph of their own party was necessary in the ethical scheme of the 
universe. Immediately upon the outbreak of hostilities, Bergson discovered that 
the war was a conflict between “life” and “matter,” with the Entente Powers 
ranged on the side of life and the Central Powers defending matter. Scheler 
proclaimed that English philosophy and character were alike manifestations of 
cant; Santayana wrote of “egotism in German philosophy”; and the gentle Josiah 
Royce, himself deeply in the debt of Hegel, reached the conclusion that “Ger- 
many is the willful and deliberate enemy of the human race; it is open to any 
man to be a pro-German who shares this enmity.” The philosophers were making 
a Great Schism out of a mere political conflict. Then, as if to make a permanent 
record of the prostitution of the philosophic art, the victorious governments is- 
sued to each soldier in their armies a bronze medal with the inscription, “Great 
War for Civilization.”' 


A few months after the democratic crusade had gotten underway, in Oc- 
tober 1917, the foundations were laid in Russia for another moral and political 
structure that on its part, while accepted only by a fraction of humanity, was 
claimed to provide the common roof under which all humankind would even- 
tually live together in justice and in peace. While, in the twenties, this latter 
claim was supported by insufficient power and, hence, was little more than a 
theoretical postulate, democratic universalism retired from the scene of active 
politics and isolationism took its place. It was only in the theoretical challenge 
that the priests of the new Marxian universalism flung in the face of the dem- 
ocratic world and in the moral, political, and economic ostracism with which 
the latter met the challenge that the conflict between the two universalisms 
made itself felt at that time in the field of international politics. 

In the thirties the philosophy of National Socialism, grown in the soil of 
a particular nation, was proclaimed as the new moral code that would replace 
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the vicious creed of bolshevism and the decadent morality of democracy and 
would impose itself upon mankind. The Second World War, viewed in the 
light of our present discussion, tested in the form of an armed conflict the 
validity of this claim to universality, and National Socialism lost the test. Yet, 
in the minds of many on the side of the United Nations, the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter and of the Yalta Agreement made the Second World War 
also a contest for universal democracy, and democracy, too, lost the test. 
Since the end of the Second World War the two remaining moral and political 
systems claiming universal validity, democracy and Communism, have en- 
tered into active competition for the dominion of the world, and that is the 
situation in which we find ourselves today. 

It would be the most dangerous of illusions to overlook or even to belittle 
the depth of the difference that exists between this situation and the condition 
of the modern state system from the end of the religious wars to the entrance 
of the United States into the First World War. One needs only to pick at 
random any conflict which occurred in that latter period, with the exception 
of the Napoleonic Wars, and compare it with the conflicts which have torn 
. the world apart in the last three decades in order to realize the importance of 
that difference. 

Let us compare with the international issues of our time the issues that 
brought France and the Hapsburgs into almost continual conflict from the 
beginning of the sixteenth to the middle of the eighteenth century, or that 
pitted Great Britain and Prussia against France in the eighteenth century. 
These issues were territorial aggrandizement and dynastic competition. What 
was then at stake was an increase or decrease of glory, wealth, and power. 
Neither the Austrian nor the British nor the French nor the Prussian “way of 
life’ —that is, their system of beliefs and ethical convictions—was at stake. 
This is exactly what is at stake today. In the seventeenth and eighteenth cen- 
turies, none of the contestants on the international scene aspired to impose 
its own particular system of ethics, provided it had one, upon the others. The 
very possibility of such an aspiration never occurred to them, since they were 
aware only of one universal moral code to which they all gave unquestioning 
allegiance. 

That common “system of arts, and laws, and manners,” “the same level 
of politeness and cultivation,” and the “sense of honour and justice,” which 
Gibbon had detected in “the general manners of the times,” which for Féne- 
lon, Rousseau, and Vattel were a lived and living reality and whose political 
results Arnold Toynbee has noted,” have today in the main become a historic 
reminiscence, lingering on in learned treatises, utopian tracts, and diplomatic 
documents, but no longer capable of moving men to action. Only shreds and 
fragments survive of this system of supranational ethics which exerts its re- 
straining influence upon international politics, as we have seen, only in iso- 
lated instances, such as killing in peacetime and preventive war. As for the 
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influence of that system of supranational ethics upon the conscience of the 
actors on the international scene, it is rather like the feeble rays, barely visi- 
ble above the horizon of consciousness, of a sun that has already set. Since 
the First World War, with ever increasing intensity and generality, each of 
the contestants in the international arena claims in its “way of life” to possess 
the whole truth of morality and politics, which the others may reject only at 
their peril. With fierce exclusiveness, all contestants equate their national 
conceptions of morality with what all mankind must and will ultimately accept 
and live by. In this, the ethics of international politics reverts to the politics 
and morality of tribalism, of the Crusades, and of the religious wars.* 

However much the content and objectives of today’s ethics of nationalis- 
tic universalism may differ from those of primitive tribes or of the Thirty 
Years’ War, they do not differ in the function they fulfill for international 
politics, and in the moral climate they create. The morality of the particular 
group, far from limiting the struggle for power on the international scene, 
gives the struggle a ferocity and intensity not known to other ages. For the 
claim to universality which inspires the moral code of one particular group is 
incompatible with the identical claim of another group; the world has room 
for only one, and the other must yield or be destroyed. Thus, carrying their 
idols before them, the nationalistic masses of our time meet in the interna- 
tional arena, each group convinced that it executes the mandate of history, 
that it does for humanity what it seems to do for itself, and that it fulfills 
a sacred mission ordained by Providence, however defined. Little do they 
know that they meet under an empty sky from which the gods have de- 
parted. 


Human Rights and International Morality 


We have seen that the conduct of foreign policy is not an enterprise devoid 
of moral significance; it is always subject to judgment, by the actor, those 
acted upon, and those who merely witness. To conclude from the omnipres- 
ence of the moral element in foreign policy that a country has a mission to 
apply its own moral principles to the rest of humanity or to certain segments 





“To what extent the profession of universalistic principles of morality can go hand in hand 
with utter depravity in action is clearly demonstrated in the case of Timur, the Mongol would-be 
conqueror of the world, who in the fourteenth century conquered and destroyed southern Asia 
and Asia Minor. After having killed hundreds of thousands of people—on December 12, 1398, 
he massacred one hundred thousand Hindu prisoners before Delhi—for the glory of God and of 
Mohammedanism, he said to a representative of conquered Aleppo: “I am not a man of blood: 
and God is my witness that in all my wars I have never been the aggressor, and that my enemies 
have always been the authors of their own calamity.” 

Gibbon, who reports this statement, adds: “During this peaceful conversation the streets of 
Aleppo streamed with blood, and re-echoed with the cries of mothers and children, with the 
shrieks of violated virgins. The rich plunder that was abandoned to his soldiers might stimulate 
their avarice; but their cruelty was enforced by the peremptory command of producing an ade- 
quate number of heads, which, according to his custom, were curiously piled in columns and 
pyramids. . . .” The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (Modern Library Edition), Vol. II, 
p. 1243. - 
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of humanity is something quite different. For there is an enormous gap be- 
tween the judgment we apply to ourselves and our own actions, and the uni- 
versal application of our own standards of action to others. Take so elemental 
and obvious a principle of action as respect for human life and the refusal to 
take human life except under the most extraordinary, exculpating circum- 
stances. There are obviously civilizations and even groups within western civ- 
ilization that have a much less strict conception of the sanctity of human life, 
that give much less heed to spending the lives of others than we would under 
similar circumstances. 

So there exists of necessity a certain relativism in the relation between 
moral principles and foreign policy; one cannot overlook this if one wants to 
do justice to the principles of morality in international politics. The relativism 
is twofold. It is a relativism in time: certain principles are applicable in one 
period of history and not applicable in another. It is also a relativism in terms 
of culture—of contemporaneous culture—in that certain principles are 
obeyed by some nations, some political civilizations, but are not obeyed by 
others. 

In recent years the relationship of foreign policy and international moral- 
ity has often been discussed under the rubric of human rights. The problem 
at the heart of this issue is the extent to which it is both morally just and 
intellectually tenable to apply liberal democratic principles to states that, for 
a number of reasons, are impervious to them. It is obvious that the attempt 
to impose so-called human rights upon others or to punish them for not ob- 
serving human rights assumes that human rights are of universal validity— 
that, in other words, all nations or all peoples living in different nations would 
respect human rights if they knew they existed and that in any event they are 
as inalienable for all men as the Declaration of Independence declares them 
to be for Americans. 

It is unnecessary to enter into a discussion of the theological or strictly 
philosophic nature of human rights here. It suffices to say that whatever one’s 
conception of their theological or philosophical nature, human rights as per- 
ceived by individuals are inevitably filtered through historic and social cir- 
‘cumstances leading to different results in different times and under different 
circumstances. One need only look at the unique character of the American 
polity and at the very special, nowhere-else-to-be-found characteristics of hu- 
man rights protection within the confines of the, United States. There is, after 
all, an almost complete lack of respect for human rights in many nations, or 
even in most nations: consider that only a few countries in Africa, for exam- 
ple, possess a pluralist political system; all others are dictatorships of one sort 
or another. Such reflection helps us realize how daring—or how ignorant if 
you will, which can also be daring— it is to try to impose upon the rest of the 
world our own respect for human rights, or in particular to punish other na- 
tions for not showing respect for those rights. What we see here is an abstract 
principle we happen to hold dear, which we happen to a considerable extent 
to have put into practice, presented to the rest of mankind not for imitation 
but for mandatory acceptance. 
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It is quite wrong to assume that this has long been the American tradi- 
tion. It has not been the American tradition at all. John Quincy Adams argued 
that it was not for the United States to impose its own principles of govern- 
ment upon the rest of mankind, but, rather, to attract the rest of mankind 
through the example of the United States. Indeed this has been the principle 
the United States has usually followed. The American Revolution, to quote 
Thomas Paine, “was not made for America alone, but for mankind”; neverthe- 
less, American policy has been that those universal principles the United 
States had put into practice were not to be exported by fire and sword, but 
presented to the rest of the world through successful example. This has been 
the great difference between the early conception of America and its relations 
to the rest of the world, on the one hand, and what might be called the 
Wilsonian conception, on the other. 

Woodrow Wilson wanted to make the world safe for democracy: he 
wanted to transform the world through the will of the United States. The 
Founding Fathers wanted to present an example of what man can do to the 
nations of the world, calling upon them to go and do likewise. So there is a 
fundamental difference, both philosophic and political, between contempo- 
rary agitation in favor of human rights as a universal principle and the longer- 
lived American tradition in this matter. 

Two other objections can be made to the Wilsonian conception. One is 
the impossibility of enforcing the universal application of human rights. We 
can tell the Soviet Union—and we should from time to time—that its treat- 
ment of minorities is incompatible with our conception of human rights. But 
once we have said this we will find that there is very little more we can do to 
change matters. History has shown that the Soviet Union may yield under 
certain conditions to private pressure. There are examples where private 
pressure—for example, the shaming of high officials in the Soviet Union— ' 
has had an obvious result. But it is inconceivable on general grounds that 
such pressure should be effective when exerted publicly. More particularly, 
in view of the nature of the Soviet Union’s government—which uses every 
sign of external pressure to justify repression at home—American agitation for 
human rights has no chance of being effective. So there is a considerable 
confusion in our theory and practice of human rights, especially vis-a-vis other 
nations. 

There is a second weakness of the Wilsonian approach. The United States 
is a great power with manifold interests throughout the world—of which hu- 
man rights is only one—and not the most important one at that. Thus the 
United States cannot consistently follow the path of the defense of human 
rights without maneuvering itself into a Quixotic position. This is obvious in 
our different treatment of South Korea, China, and the Soviet Union. The 
United States dares to criticize and affront the Soviet Union because relations, 
in spite of periods of détente, are not particularly friendly. The United States 
has an interest in continuing the normalization of relations with mainland 
China, and for this reason seeks not to hurt Chinese feelings: little was heard 
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in the Carter or Reagan administrations about China’s human rights record. 
South Korea is an ally of the United States; it has achieved considerable mil- 
itary importance for American policymakers, so American policy will do noth- 
ing to harm its relations with that state. 

In other words, the defense of human rights cannot be consistently ap- 
plied in foreign policy because it can and must come in conflict with other 
interests that may be more important in a particular instance. To say that 
the defense of human rights must be woven into the fabric of American 
foreign policy is merely to conceal the necessary inconsistencies of any such 
effort. 

Thus there are two basic hindrances to a foreign policy integrally com- 

mitted to the defense of human rights. On the one hand, consistency in such 
defense is impossible, since it is not the prime business of a state, interacting 
as it must with other states, to defend human rights. On the other hand, it is 
not feasible to pursue human rights without taking into consideration other 
aspects of relations with other nations, which may be more important than 
those connected with human rights. 
' A further aspect of the role of human rights in foreign policy concerns 
the notion of responsibility for the human rights violations of others. The 
Cambodian genocide carried out by the Khmer Rouge in the late 1970s and 
early 1980s raised this question in a particularly acute fashion. The chain of 
events that culminated in the destruction of Cambodian society started with 
the American extension of the Vietnam War into Cambodia through the mas- 
sive bombing of Cambodian territory. It was the policy of the Cambodian 
ruler, Prince Sihanouk, to keep Cambodia out of the armed conflict between 
the United States and North Vietnam. It was United States policy to involve 
Cambodia in active military operations in order to facilitate victory in the 
Vietnam War. There existed a causal nexus between American policy with 
regard to Cambodia and the catastrophe which befell that country. In other 
words, if the United States had not made Cambodia an active participant in 
the Vietnam War, Cambodia would, in all likelihood, have been spared 
catastrophe. This is not to say that the United States bore a direct moral 
‘ responsibility for what happened in Cambodia but rather to demonstrate the 
continuous moral responsibility statesmen bear for the unforeseen and unfore- 
seeable consequences of their actions. It would be quite another matter to 
assume that because of this causal nexus the United States had a moral obli- 
gation to prevent what happened in Cambodia or to alleviate the sufferings of 
the Cambodian people. Rather, as we have seen, moral as well as legal obli- 
gations are subject to the qualification which is expressed in the principle of 
Roman law that nobody is obligated beyond his capacity (ultra vires nemo 
obligatur). Thus, even if the United States were held morally responsible for 
what happened in Cambodia, it could not be held responsible to carry out 
- any particular policy implementing that moral obligation. Even if the United 
States resolved to act, it would be unable to do so without disproportionate 
risks and losses. 
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The “Hawk” faction held that Cambodia would never have suffered such 
misery and destruction had the United States maintained its resolve to “stay 
the course” and win the war in Southeast Asia. But aside from the impossi- 
bility of foreseeing all the consequences of the loss of the Vietnam War, to 
forestall all possible consequences of the loss by winning it at whatever price 
would have violated the basic principle of foreign and military policy: that the 
risks taken and losses incurred in a particular action must be proportionate to 
the chances for the success of that action. 

In this consideration of the relations of foreign policy and morality we 
are in the presence not of a peculiar, extraordinary situation but of a particular 
manifestation of the general human condition. We are all moral beings to 
some degree, simply because we are human. We all try to a greater or lesser 
extent to realize the moral principles with which we identify. Again and again 
we find ourselves faced with contradictions and difficulties. Perhaps the best 
we can do is to act upon what Abraham Lincoln proposed as the basis of 
political morality. 

He warned against the exaggeration of moral virtue we claim for our- 
selves, and outlined the limits within which man can act morally and at the 
same time have a chance for success. Lincoln’s statement was made during 
the Civil War and was a reply to a petition by a delegation of Presbyterian 
ministers who asked him to emancipate all slaves forthwith: 


In great contests each party claims to act in accordance with the will of God. 
Both may be, and one must be wrong. God can not be for, and against the same 
thing at the same time. ... . 

I am approached with the most opposite opinions and advice, and that by 
religious men, who are equally certain that they represent the Divine will. I am 
sure that either the one or the other class is mistaken in that belief, and perhaps 
in some respects both. I hope it will not be irreverent for me to say that if it is | 
probable that God would reveal his will to others, on a point so connected with 
my duty, it might be supposed that he would reveal it directly to me; for, unless 
I am more deceived in myself than I often am, it is my earnest desire to know 
the will of Providence in this matter. And if I can learn what it is I will do it! 
These are not, however, the days of miracles, and I suppose it will be granted 
that I am not to expect a direct revelation. I must study the plain physical facts 
of the case, ascertain what is possible and learn what appears to be wise and 


right.‘ 


“The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln, edited by Roy P. Basler (New Brunswick, N.J.: 
Rutgers University Press), Vol. V, pp. 403 f., 419 fF. 
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World Public Opinion 





Little need be said about world public opinion which is not already implicit 
in the discussion of the preceding chapter. Yet the warning with which we 
. started the discussion of international morality must be repeated here with 
special emphasis. We are concerned with the actuality of world public opin- 
ion. We want to know of what it consists, how it manifests itself, what func- 
tions it fulfills for international politics, and, more particularly, in what ways 
it imposes restraints upon the struggle for power on the international scene. 
But there is hardly a concept in the modern literature of international affairs 
which, in the last four decades, has been employed by statesmen and writers 
with greater effusiveness and less analytical precision than the concept of 
world public opinion. 

World public opinion was supposed to be the foundation for the League 
of Nations. It was to be the enforcement agency for the Briand-Kellogg Pact, 
the decisions of the Permanent Court of International Justice, and interna- 
tional law in general. “The great weapon we rely upon,” declared Lord Rob- 
ert Cecil in the House of Commons on July 21, 1919, “is public opinion. . . 
and if we are wrong about it, then the whole thing is wrong.” As late as April 
17, 1939, less than five months before the outbreak of the Second World War, 
Cordell Hull, then American Secretary of State, maintained that “a public 
opinion, the most potent of all forces for peace, is more strongly developing 
throughout the world.”* Today we hear that world public opinion will use the 
United Nations as its instrument, or vice versa. The General Assembly of the 
United Nations, in particular, is declared to be “the open conscience of the 
world.”” The New York Times goes so far as to state as a matter of fact that 


'The Parliamentary Debates: Official Report. Fifth Series. Vol. 118. House of Commons, 
p. 992. 

*New York Times, April 18, 1939, p. 2. 

3Leland M. Goodrich and Edward Hambro, Charter of the United Nations (Boston: World 
Peace Foundation, 1949), p. 151. 
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the Assembly of the United Nations “has considerable reserve powers under 
the Charter. . . at least to the extent of mobilizing world opinion, which, in 
the last analysis, determines the international balance of power.”* 

Two all-important questions must be answered before the possible mean- 
ing of these and innumerable similar assertions and appeals can be ascer- 
tained: What do we mean when we speak of world public opinion, and how 
does this world public opinion manifest itself under the moral and social con- 
ditions of the late twentieth century? 

World public opinion is obviously a public opinion that transcends na- 
tional boundaries and that unites members of different nations in a consensus 
with regard to at least certain fundamental international issues. This consen- 
sus makes itself felt in spontaneous reactions throughout the world against 
whatever move on the chessboard of international politics is disapproved by 
that consensus. Whenever the government of any nation proclaims a certain 
policy or takes a certain action on the international scene which contravenes 
the opinion of mankind, humanity will rise, regardless of national affiliations, 
and at least try to impose its will through spontaneous sanctions upon the 
recalcitrant government. The latter, then, finds itself in about the same posi- 
tion as an individual or a group of individuals who has violated the mores of 
their national society or of one of its subdivisions. Society will either compel 
them to conform with its standards or ostracize them for their lack of confor- 
mity. 

If such is the meaning of the common references to world public opinion, 
does such a world public opinion exist at present, and does it exert a restrain- 
ing influence upon the foreign policies of national governments? The answer 
is bound to be in the negative. Modern history has not recorded an instance 
of a government having been deterred from some foreign policy by the spon- 
taneous reaction of a supranational public opinion. There have been attempts 
in recent history at mobilizing world public opinion against the foreign policy 
of a certain government—the Japanese aggressions against China in the thir- 
ties, the German foreign policies since 1935, the Italian attack against Ethio- 
pia in 1936, the Russian suppression of the Hungarian revolution in 1956. Yet, 
even if one supposed for the sake of argument that these attempts were suc- 
cessful in a certain measure and that a world public opinion actually existed 
in those instances, it certainly had no restraining effect upon the policies it 
opposed. But the supposition itself, as we shall see, is not supported by facts. 

Why, then, is it that an affirmative answer is being given so often to 
these questions? The reason is to be found in the misinterpretation of two 
factors in the international situation which point to the possible development 
of a world public opinion, and in the neglect of a third one that at present 
makes such a development impossible. The two factors from which the mis- 
taken belief in the existence of a world public opinion originates are the com- 
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mon experience of certain psychological traits and elemental aspirations which 
unite all mankind, and the technological unification of the world. What has 
been neglected is the fact that, everywhere in the world, public opinion with 
regard to international affairs is molded by the agencies of national policies. 
These agencies, as pointed out previously,° tend to claim for their national 
conceptions of morality supranational—that is, universal—recognition. 


PSYCHOLOGICAL UNITY OF THE WORLD 


There is at the bottom of all political contentions and conflicts an irreduc- 
ible minimum of psychological traits and aspirations which are the common 
possession of all mankind. All human beings want to live and, hence, want 
the things necessary for life. All human beings want to be free and, hence, 
want to have those opportunities for self-expression and self-development 
which their particular culture considers to be desirable. All human beings 
seek power and, hence, seek social distinctions, again varying with the 
particular pattern of their culture, that put them ahead of and above their 
fellow men. 

Upon this psychological foundation, the same for all men, rises an edifice 
of philosophical convictions, ethical postulates, and political aspirations. 
These, too, might be shared by all men under certain conditions, but actually 
they are not. They might be shared by all if the conditions under which men 
can satisfy their desire to live, to be free, and to have power were similar all 
over the world, and if the conditions under which such satisfaction is withheld 
and must be striven for were also similar everywhere. If this were so, the 
experience, common to all men, of what men seek, of what they are able to 
obtain, of what they are denied, and of what they must struggle for would 
indeed create a community of convictions, postulates, and aspirations, which 
would provide the common standards of evaluation for world public opinion. 
Any violation of the standards of this world public opinion, against and by 
whomever committed, would call forth spontaneous reactions on the part of 
humanity; for, in view of the hypothetical similarity of all conditions, all men 
would fear that what happens to one group might happen to any group. 

But reality does not correspond to our assumption of similarity of condi- 
tions throughout the world. The variations in the standard of living range from 
mass starvation to abundance; the variations in freedom, from tyranny to de- 
mocracy, from economic slavery to equality; the variations in power, from 
extreme inequalities and unbridled one-man rule to wide distribution of 
power subject to constitutional limitations. This nation enjoys freedom, yet 
starves; that nation is well fed, but longs for freedom; still another enjoys 
security of life and individual freedom, but smarts under the rule of an auto- 
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cratic government. In consequence, while philosophically the similarities of 
standards are considerable throughout the world—most political philosophies 
agree in their evaluation of the common good, of law, peace, and order, of 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness—moral judgments and political 
evaluations show wide divergencies. The same moral and political concepts 
take on different meanings in different environments. Justice and democracy 
came to mean one thing here, something quite different there. A move on 
the international scene decried by one group as immoral and unjust is praised 
by another as the opposite. Thus the contrast between the community of psy- 
chological traits and elemental aspirations, on the one hand, and the absence 
of shared experiences, universal moral convictions, and common political as- 
pirations, on the other, far from providing evidence for the existence of a 
world public opinion, rather demonstrates its impossibility, as humanity is 
constituted in our age. 


AMBIGUITY OF TECHNOLOGICAL UNIFICATION 


That same age, however, witnesses a development that seems to have brought 
a world public opinion close to realization, if it has not actually created it— 
the technological unification of the world. When we say that this is “One 
World,” we mean not only that the modern development of communications 
has virtually obliterated geographical distances with regard to physical con- 
tacts and exchange of information and ideas among the members of the human 
race. We mean also that this virtually unlimited opportunity for physical and 
intellectual communication has created that community of experience, em- 
bracing all humanity, from which a world public opinion can grow. Yet that 
conclusion is not borne out by the facts. Two considerations show that nothing 
in the moral and political spheres corresponds to the technological unification 
of the world; that, quite the contrary, the world is today further removed 
from moral and political unification than it was under much less favorable 
technological conditions. 

First of all, modern technology, while enormously facilitating communi- 
cations among different countries, has also given their governments and pri- 
vate agencies unprecedented power to make such communications impossi- 
bie. Two hundred years ago, it was easier for a literate Russian to learn about 
French political thought and action that it is today. An Englishman who 
wanted to spread his political ideas among the French had then a better 
chance than he has today. It was then simpler for a Spaniard to migrate or 
even to travel to the North American continent than it is today. For modern 
technology has not only made it technologically possible for the individual to 
communicate with other individuals regardless of geographical distances, it 
has also made it technologically possible for governments and private agencies 
of communication to cut off such communications altogether if they see fit to 
do so. And while the communications between individuals have remained 
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largely in the realm of technical possibility, government and private controls 
have become a technical and political actuality. 

Fifty years ago, the American citizen who wanted to visit a foreign coun- 
try needed only to command the means of transportation in order to go there. 
Today, the “One World” of technology will avail him nothing if he lacks one 
of those governmental papers without which no human being is able to cross 
a frontier. Yet, only in 1914, the stigma of backwardness and almost of bar- 
barism attached to Russia and Turkey as the only two major countries that 
required a passport for leaving or entering the national territory. We ought 
not to forget that it is modern technology that has made totalitarian govern- 
ments possible by enabling them to put their citizens on a moral and intellec- 
tual diet, feeding them certain ideas and information and cutting them off 
from others. It is also modern technology that has made the collection and 
dissemination of news and of ideas a big business requiring considerable ac- 
cumulations of capital. 

In the technologically primitive age, when printing was done by hand, 
any man of moderate means could reach the public ear by having a book, 
pamphlet, or newspaper printed and distributed at his own expense. Today 
the great mass of the people everywhere have no influence upon the mouth- 
pieces of public opinion. With few exceptions, only men and organizations of 
considerable means and those who hold opinions approved by them can make 
themselves heard in the arena of public opinion. In virtually all countries the 
overwhelming weight of these opinions supports what the respective govern- 
ments consider in their relations with foreign governments to be the national 
interest. Little information and few ideas unfavorable to the national point of 
view are allowed to reach the public. These assertions are too obvious to 
require elaboration. This is indeed “One World” technologically, but it is not 
for this reason that it is or will become “One World” morally and politically. 
The technological universe that is technically possible has no counterpart in 
the actual conditions under which information and ideas are exchanged among 
the members of different nations. 

Yet, even if information and ideas were allowed to move freely over the 
globe, the existence of a world public opinion would by no means be assured. 
Those who believe that world public opinion is the direct result of the free 
flow of news and of ideas fail to distinguish between the technical process of 
transmission and the thing to be transmitted. They deal only with the former 
and disregard the latter. The information and ideas to be transmitted are the 
reflection of the experiences that have molded the philosophies, ethics, and 
political conceptions of different peoples. Were those experiences and their 
intellectual derivatives identical throughout humanity the free flow of infor- 
mation and of ideas would indeed create by itself a world public opinion. 
Actually, as we have seen, there is no identity of experience uniting mankind 
above the elemental aspirations common to all men. Since this is so, the 
American, Indian, and Russian will each consider the same news item from 
his particular philosophic, moral, and political perspective, and the different 
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perspectives will give the news a different color. The same report on the 
Vietnam War or the revolution of 1968 will have a different weight as a news- 
worthy item, aside from any opinion to be formed about it, in the eyes of 
different observers. 

Not only will the different perspectives color the same piece of informa- 
tion but they will also affect the selection of what is newsworthy from among 
the infinite number of daily occurrences throughout the world. “All the News 
That's Fit to Print” means one thing for the New York Times, another thing 
for Pravda, and another thing for the Hindustan Times. A comparison of the 
actual content of those different newspapers on any particular day bears out 
that contention. When it comes to the interpretation of the news in the light 
of philosophy, morality, and politics, the cleavages that separate the members 
of different nations from each other become fully manifest. The same item of 
information and the same idea mean something different to an American, a 
Russian, and an Indian; for that item of information and that idea are per- 
ceived by, assimilated to, and filtered through minds conditioned by different 
experiences and molded by different conceptions of what is true, good, and 
politically desirable and expedient. 

Thus, even if we lived in a world actually unified by modern technology 
with men, news, and ideas moving freely regardless of national boundaries 
we would not have a world public opinion. For if the minds of men were 
capable of communicating with each other without political impediments, 
they still would not meet. Even if the American, Russian, and Indian could 
speak to each other, they would speak with different tongues, and if they 
uttered the same words, those words would signify different objects, values, 
and aspirations to each of them. So it is with concepts such as democracy, 
freedom, security. The disillusion of differently constituted minds communi- 
cating the same words, which embody their most firmly held convictions, 
deepest emotions, and most ardent aspirations, without finding the expected 
sympathetic response, has driven the members of different nations further 
apart rather than uniting them. It has hardened the core of the different na- 
tional public opinions and strengthened their claims for exclusiveness rather 
than merged them into a public opinion of the world. 


THE BARRIER OF NATIONALISM 


In order to illustrate the importance of this last observation, let us consider 
Woodrow Wilson's Fourteen Points. During the last months of the First 
World War, the Fourteen Points were accepted by so substantial a portion of 
humanity, regardless of national boundaries and of allegiance to one or the 
other of the belligerent camps, as principles for a just and enduring peace 
settlement that there indeed seemed to exist a world public opinion in sup- 
port of them. Yet, as Mr. Walter Lippmann’s brilliant analysis of the public 
opinion supporting the Fourteen Points has made clear: 


—_ 
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It would be a mistake to suppose that the apparently unanimous enthusiasm 
which greeted the Fourteen Points represented agreement on a program. Every- 
one seemed to find something that he liked and stressed this aspect and that 
detail. But no one risked a discussion. The phrases, so pregnant with the under- 
lying conflicts of the civilized world, were accepted. They stood for opposing 
ideas, but they evoked a common emotion. And to that extent they played a part 
in rallying the western peoples for the desperate ten months of war which they 
had still to endure. 

As long as the Fourteen Points dealt with that hazy and happy future when 
the agony was to be over, the real conflicts of interpretation were not made 
manifest. They were plans for the settlement of a wholly invisible environment, 
and because these plans inspired all groups each with its own private hope, all 
hopes ran together as a public hope. . . . As you ascend the hierarchy in order 
to include more and more factions you may for a time preserve the emotional 
connection though you lose the intellectual. But even the emotion becomes thin- 
ner. As you go further away from experience, you go higher into generalization 
or subtlety. As you go up in the balloon you throw more and more concrete 
objects overboard, and when you have reached the top with some phrase like the 
Rights of Humanity or the World Made Safe for Democracy, you see far and 
wide, but you see very little. Yet the people whose emotions are entrained do 
not remain passive. As the public appeal becomes more and more all things to 
all men, as the emotion is stirred while the meaning is dispersed, their very 
private meanings are given a universal application. Whatever you want badly is 
the Rights of Humanity. For the phrase, ever more vacant, capable of meaning 
almost anything, soon comes to mean pretty nearly everything. Mr. Wilson's 
phrases were understood in endlessly different ways in every corner of the 
earth. . . . And so, when the day of settlement came, everybody expected 
everything. The European authors of the treaty had a large choice, and they 
chose to realize those expectations which were held by those of their countrymen 
who wielded the most power at home. 

They came down the hierarchy from the Rights of Humanity to the Rights 
of France, Britain and Italy. They did not abandon the use of symbols. They 
abandoned only those which after the war had no permanent roots in the imagi- 
nation of their constituents. They preserved the unity of France by the use of 
symbolism, but they would not risk anything for the unity of Europe. The symbol 
France was deeply attached, the symbol Europe had only a recent history. . . .° 


Mr. Lippman’s analysis of the apparent world public opinion supporting 
Wilson’s Fourteen Points lays bare the crux of the problem—the interposition 
of nationalism with all its intellectual, moral, and political concomitants be- 
tween the convictions and aspirations of humanity and the world-wide issues 
that face men everywhere. While men everywhere subscribed to the words 
of the Fourteen Points, it was the particular nationalisms, molding and di- 
recting the minds of men, that infused their particular meanings into these 
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words, painted them with their particular color, and made them symbols of 
their particular aspirations. 

Yet nationalism has the same effect upon issues with regard to which 
humanity had developed not only common verbal expressions, such as the 
Fourteen Points, democracy, freedom, and security, but also an actual con- 
sensus bearing upon the substance of the case. In contemporary international 
politics there is no opinion more widely held anywhere in the world than the 
abhorrence of war, the opposition to it, and the desire to avoid it. When 
they think and speak of war in this context, the men in the streets of Wash- 
ington, Moscow, Peking, New Delhi, London, Paris, and Madrid have 
pretty much the same thing in mind; that is, war waged with the modern 
means of mass destruction. There appears to exist a genuine world public 
opinion with respect to war. But here again the appearances are deceptive. 
Humanity is united in its opposition to war in so far as that opposition man- 
ifests itself in philosophic terms, moral postulates, and abstract political as- 
pirations; that is, with regard to war as such, war in the abstract. But hu- 
manity thus united reveals its impotence, and the apparent world public 
opinion splits into its national components, when the issue is no longer war 
as such, in the abstract, but a particular war, this particular war; not any war, 
but war here and now. 

When actual war threatens in our time, as it did in the recurring crises 
over Berlin at the beginning of the sixties, humanity remains united in its 
horror of war as such, and in opposition to it. But men are incapable of trans- 
lating this abstract opposition to war as such into concrete action against this 
particular war. While most members of the human race, qua members of the 
human race, consider war under the conditions of the twentieth century an 
evil that will make the winner only slightly less miserable than the loser, most 
members of the human race, qua Americans, Chinese, Englishmen, and Rus- 
sians, look at a particular war, as they have always done, from the point of 
view of their particular nations. They oppose wars that do not affect what they 
regard as their national interest, such as Italy’s war against Ethiopia, yet they 
are unwilling to take or to support any action that might be effective in pre- 
venting or putting an end to the war. For, if it is to be effective, such action 
must be drastic, involving certain disadvantages and risks for what is consid- 
ered to be the national interest. Even the risk of war for other than national 
objectives might have to be faced, and those national objectives themselves 
might thus be jeopardized. 

The sanctions against Italy, after it had attacked Ethiopia in 1935, are the 
classic example of this general condemnation of war by so-called world public 
opinion and of its unwillingness to take effective action seemingly not re- 
quired by what is considered to be the national interest. Churchill trenchantly 
formulated this dilemma between condemnation of war in the abstract and 
the unwillingness to act effectively in a concrete situation, when he said of 
the representative of the British sector of that world public opinion: “First 
the Prime Minister had declared that sanctions meant war; secondly, he was 
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resolved that there must be no war; and thirdly, he decided upon sanctions. 
It was evidently impossible to comply with these three conditions.”” 

World public opinion, however, ceases to operate at all as one united 
force whenever a war threatens or breaks out which affects the interests of a 
number of nations. Under such circumstances, the universal condemnation of 
war undergoes a significant change in focus. The opposition to war as such is 
transformed into opposition to the nation that threatens to start, or actually 
has started, a particular war, and it so happens that this nation is always iden- 
tical with the national enemy whose belligerent attitude threatens the national 
interest and, therefore, must be opposed as a war monger. In other words, 
out of the common soil of the universal condemnation of war grow specific 
acts of condemnation directed against whoever threatens through war the in- 
terests of particular nations. There will then be as many war mongers con- 
demned by national public opinions as there are nations threatening the in- 
terests of others through war. 

The situation throughout the world from 1938 on is instructive in this 
respect. During that period of history all nations have uniformly been op- 
- posed to war in general. Yet, when it came to the formation of an active 
public opinion that would take action in order to prevent or oppose a partic- 
ular war, the lines were drawn according to the national interest involved in 
the particular situation. Thus the public opinion of Great Britain and France, 
throughout that period, condemned Germany as a potential or actual agent of 
war, yet it condemned the Soviet Union on that count only from August 1939 
to June 1941; that is, during the operation of the Russo-German pact. Since 
the end of 1945, public opinion in these two countries has again been opposed 
to the foreign policies of the Soviet Union as a threat to world peace. 

Russian public opinion, on the other hand, opposed Germany as the 
main threat to peace until the signing of the pact with Germany in August 
1939. From then until the German attack against the Soviet Union in June 
1941, the Western democracies were regarded as war mongers. Germany’s 
attack swung Russian opinion against it, and until about the end of 1945 Ger- 
many held its former place in the Russian public mind as a threat to peace. 
Since the end of 1945, with ever increasing emphasis, Russian public opinion 
has come to consider the United States as the main threat to peace. American 
public opinion coincided in different degrees of intensity with the British and 
French point of view up to the end of 1945. Then, returning the Russian 
compliment, it started to regard the Soviet Union as the main menace to 
peace. The intensity of this opinion in the United States has mounted at a 
rate paralleling the rising intensity of opinion in the Soviet Union. 

The attitude of the different nations to the Korean War bears out this 
analysis. The Korean War was universally condemned by “world public opin- 
ion.” Yet, while the Soviet Union and its supporters blamed the United States 
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and its allies for it, the latter regarded North Korea and China as the aggres- 
sors, supported by the Soviet Union, and the “neutrals,” such as India, di- 
vided the blame between the two camps. The actual participation of the dif- 
ferent nations in this war was similarly determined by their conceptions of 
the national interest. Nations such as China and the United States, whose 
interests were directly affected by the war and who had the power to protect 
them, bore the war’s main burden. Others such as France, with only limited 
interests and resources, took a correspondingly limited part in the war. Oth- 
ers such as Denmark, without interests or resources, and India, with a posi- 
tive interest in abstention, took no active part at all. 

Thus, whenever a concrete threat to peace develops, war is opposed not 
by a world public opinion but by the public opinions of those nations whose 
interests are threatened by that war. It follows that it is obviously futile to 
base one’s hopes for the preservation of peace in the world, as it is presently 
constituted, upon a world public opinion that exists only as a general senti- 
ment, but not as a source of action capable of preventing a threatening war. 

Wherever one probes beneath the surface of popular phraseology, one 
finds that a world public opinion restraining the foreign policies of national 
government does not exist. A final general consideration of the nature of pub- 
lic opinion, as it becomes active in the mores of society, will show that under 
present world conditions this cannot be otherwise. While one can visualize a 
society without an active public opinion and while there have doubtless ex- 
isted and still exist authoritarian societies whose public opinion does not op- 
erate as an active force in international politics, obviously no public opinion 
can exist without a society. Society, however, means consensus concerning 
certain basic moral and social issues. This consensus is predominantly moral 
in character when the mores of society deal with political issues. In other 
words, when public opinion in the form of the mores becomes operative with 
regard to a political problem, the people generally try to bring their moral 
standards to bear upon that problem and to have it solved in accordance with 
those standards. A public opinion capable of exerting a restraining influence 
upon political action presupposes a society and a common morality from 
which it receives its standards of action, and a world public opinion of this 
kind requires a world society and a morality by which humanity as a whole 
judges political actions on the international scene.® 

As we have seen, such a world society and such a universal morality do 
not exist. Between the elemental aspirations for life, freedom, and power, 
which unite mankind and which could provide the roots for a world society 
and universal morality, and the political philosophies, ethics, and objectives 
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actually held by the members of the human race, there intervenes the nation. 
The nation fills the minds and hearts of men everywhere with particular ex- 
periences and, derived from them, with particular concepts of political philos- 
ophy, particular standards of political morality, and particular goals of political 
action. Inevitably, then, the members of the human race live and act politi- 
cally, not as members of one world society applying standards of universal 
ethics, but as members of their respective national societies, guided by their 
national standards of morality. In politics the nation and not humanity is the 
ultimate fact. “Nations have affections for themselves, though they have none 
for one another,” wrote an Irish pamphleteer in 1779; “the body politic has 
no heart. . . There is no such thing as political humanity. . . ."” Inevitably, 
then, what is real are national public opinions fashioned in the image of the 
political philosophies, ethics, and aspirations of the respective nations. A 
world public opinion restraining the international policies of national govern- 
ments is a mere postulate; the reality of international affairs shows as yet 
hardly a trace of it. 

When a nation invokes “world public opinion” or “the conscience of man- 
‘ kind” in order to assure itself, as well as other nations, that its foreign policies 
conform to the standards shared by men everywhere, it appeals to nothing 
real. It only yields to the general tendency, with which we have dealt before, 
to raise a particular national conception of morality to the dignity of universal 
laws binding upon all mankind. The confidence with which all the antagonists 
in the international arena believe themselves to be supported by world public 
opinion with respect to one and the same issue only serves to underline the 
irrationality of the appeal. In our century, as we have seen, people want to 
believe that they champion not only, and perhaps not even primarily, their 
own national interests but the ideas of humanity as well. For a scientific civi- 
lization that receives most of its information about what people think from 
public opinion polls, world public opinion becomes the mythical arbiter who 
can be counted upon to support one’s own, as well as everybody else’s, aspi- 
rations and actions. For those more philosophically inclined, the “judgment 
of history” fulfills a similar function. For the religious, there is the “will of 
God" to support their cause, and believers witness the strange and singularly 
blasphemous spectacle of one and the same God blessing through his minis- 
ters the arms on either side of the battleline and leading both armies either 
to deserved victory or to undeserved defeat. 





*Considerations on the Expediency, etc. (Dublin, 1779), quoted after L. B. Namier, England 
in the Age of the American Revolution (London: Macmillan and Co., 1930), p. 42. 
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THE GENERAL NATURE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 


The same warning against extremes with which we started the discussion of 
international morality and of world public opinion must apply also to the dis- 
cussion of international law. An increasing number of writers express the 
opinion that there is no such thing as international law. A diminishing number 
of observers hold that international law, if duly codified and extended to reg- 
ulate the political relations of states, could becomes through its own inner 
force, if not a substitute for, at least a restraining influence upon, the struggle 
for power on the international scene. As J. L. Brierly put it: 


Too many people assume, generally without having given any serious thought to 
its character or its history, that international law is and always has been a sham. 
Others seem to think that it is a force with inherent strength of its own, and that 
if only we had the sense to set the lawyers to work to draft a comprehensive code 
for the nations, we might live together in peace and all would be well with the 
world. Whether the cynic or the sciolist is the less helpful is hard to say, but 
both of them make the same mistake. They both assume that international law is 
a subject on which anyone can form his opinions intuitively, without taking the 
trouble, as one has to do with other subjects, to inquire into the relevant facts.’ 


The modern system of international law is the result of the great political 
transformation that marked the transition from the Middle Ages to the mod- 
ern period of history. It can be summed up as the transformation of the feudal 
system into the territorial state. The main characteristic of the latter, distin- 





4, L. Brierly, The Outlook for International Law (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1944), 
pp. 1, 2. (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) 
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guishing it from its predecessor, was the assumption by the government of 
the supreme authority within the territory of the state. The monarch no 
longer shared authority with the feudal lords within the state territory of 
which he had been in a large measure the nominal rather than the actual 
head. Nor did he share it with the Church, which throughout the Middle 
Ages had claimed in certain respects supreme authority within Christendom. 
When this transformation had been consummated in the sixteenth century, 
the political world consisted of a number of states that within their respective 
territories were, legally speaking, completely independent of each other, rec- 
ognizing no secular authority above themselves. In one word, they were sov- 
ereign. 

If there was to be at least a certain measure of peace and order in the 
relations among such entities endowed with supreme authority within their 
territories and having continuous contact with each other, it was inevitable 
that certain rules of law should govern these relations. That is to say, there 
must be certain rules of conduct defined beforehand, whose violation would 
normally call forth certain sanctions, also defined beforehand as to their na- 
ture and the conditions and mode of their application. States must, for in- 
stance, know where the frontiers of their territory are on land and on sea. 
They must know under what conditions they can acquire a valid title to ter- 
ritory either owned by no one at all (as in the case of discovery), or by another 
state (as in the case of cession or annexation). They must know what authority 
they have over citizens of other states living on their territory and over their 
citizens living abroad. When a merchant vessel flying the flag of State A en- 
ters a port of State B, what are the rights of State B with regard to that vessel? 
And what if the vessel is a warship? What are the rights of diplomatic repre- 
sentatives accredited to a foreign government, and what are the rights of the 
head of the state on foreign soil? What is a state allowed and obligated to do ° 
in times of war with respect to combatants, civilians, prisoners, neutrals, on 
sea and on land? Under what conditions is a treaty between two or more 
states binding, and under what conditions does it lose its binding force? And 
if a treaty or another rule of international law is claimed to have been vio- 
lated, who has the right to ascertain the violation and who has the right to 
take what kind of enforcement measures and under what conditions? These 
and many other issues of a similar nature rise of necessity from the relations 
among sovereign states, and if anarchy and violence are not to be the order 
of the day, legal rules must determine the mutual rights and obligations in 
such situations. 

A core of rules of international law laying down the rights and duties of 
states in relation to each other developed in the fifteenth and sixteenth cen- 
turies. These rules of international law were securely established in 1648, 
when the Treaty of Westphalia brought the religious wars to an end and made 
the territorial state the cornerstone of the modern state system. Hugo Gro- 
tius's On the Law of War and Peace, published in 1628, is the classic codifi- 
cation of that early system of international law. On its foundation, the eigh- 
teenth and, more particularly,the nineteenth and twentieth centuries built an 


The Main Problems of International Law 295 
imposing edifice, consisting of thousands of treaties, hundreds of decisions of 
international tribunals, and innumerable decisions of domestic courts. These 
treaties and decisions regulate, often in minute detail, the relations between 
nations arising from the multiplicity and variety of international contacts, 
which are the result of modern communications, international exchange of 
goods and services, and the great number of international organizations in 
which most nations have co-operated for the furtherance of their common 
interests. Such organizations include the International Red Cross, the Inter- 
national Court of Justice, Specialized Agencies of the United Nations, such as 
the International Labor Organization (ILO), the World Health Organization 
(WHO), the United Nations Economic, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO), the Universal Postal Union, the International Monetary Fund, 
and many others. 

It is also worth mentioning, in view of a widespread misconception in 
this respect, that during the four hundred years of its existence international 
law has in most instances been scrupulously observed. When one of its rules 
was violated, it was, however, not always enforced and, when action to en- 
- force it was actually taken, it was not always effective. Yet to deny that inter- 
national law exists at all as a system of binding legal rules flies in the face of 
all the evidence. This misconception as to the existence of international law 
is at least in part the result of the disproportionate attention that public opin- 
ion has paid in recent times to a small fraction of international law, while 
neglecting the main body of it. Public opinion has been concerned mainly 
with such spectacular instruments of international law as the Briand-Kellogg 
Pact, the Covenant of the League of Nations, and the Charter of the United 
Nations. These instruments are indeed of doubtful efficacy (that is, they are 
frequently violated), and sometimes even of doubtful validity (that is, they are 
often not enforced in case of violation). They are, however, not typical of the 
traditional rules of international law concerning, for instance, the limits of 
territorial jurisdiction, the rights of vessels in foreign waters, and the status 
of diplomatic representatives. 

To recognize that international law exists is, however, not tantamount to 
asserting that it is as effective a legal system as the national legal systems are 
and that, more particularly, it is effective in regulating and restraining the 
struggle for power on the international scene. International law is a primitive 
type of law resembling the kind of law that prevails in certain preliterate 
societies, such as the Australian aborigines and the Yurok of northern Califor- 
nia.” It is a primitive type of law primarily because it is almost completely 
decentralized law. 

The decentralized nature of international law is the inevitable result of 
the decentralized structure of international society. Domestic law can be im- 
posed by the group that holds the monopoly of organized force; that is, the 


®See A. R. Radcliffe-Brown, “Primitive Law,” Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, Vol. IX, 
pp. 203—4; for literature, see p. 262. 
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officials of the state. It is an essential characteristic of international society, 
composed of sovereign states, which by definition are the supreme legal au- 
thorities within their respective territories, that no such central lawgiving and 
law-enforcing authority can exist there. International law owes its existence 
and operation to two factors, both decentralized in character: identical or 
complementary interests of individual states and the distribution of power 
among them. Where there is neither community of interest nor balance of 
power, there is no international law. Whereas domestic law may originate in, 
and be enforced by, the arbitrary will of the agencies of the state, interna- 
tional law is overwhelmingly the result of objective social forces. 

That the balance of power is such a social force was recognized by one of 
the foremost modern teachers of international law. L. Oppenheim calls the 
balance of power “an indispensable condition of the very existence of Inter- 
national Law.”° “Six morals,” he states, 


can be said to be deduced from the history of the development of the Law of 
Nations: 

1) The first and principal moral is that a Law of Nations can exist only if 
there be an equilibrium, a balance of power, between the members of the Family 
of Nations. If the Powers cannot keep one another in check, no rules of law will 
have any force, since an overpowerful State will naturally try to act according to 
discretion and disobey the law. As there is not and never can be a central political 
authority above the Sovereign States that could enforce the rules of the Law of 
Nations, a balance of power must prevent any member of the Family of Nations 
from becoming omnipotent.‘ 


The balance of power operates as a decentralizing force only in the form of a 
general deterrent against violations of international law and in the exceptional 
cases when a violation of international law calls for a law-enforcement action. 
On the other hand, identical and complementary interests as decentralizing — 
agents are continuously at work; they are the very lifeblood of international 
law. They exert their decentralizing influence upon three basic functions that 
any legal system must fulfill: legislation, adjudication, and enforcement. 


THE LEGISLATIVE FUNCTION IN INTERNATIONAL LAW 


Its Decentralized Character 


In our contemporary domestic societies, the most important rules of law are 
created by legislators and courts; that is to say, by centralized agencies that 
create law either for all members of the national community, as do Congress 


"L. Oppenheim, International Law, 2nd ed. (London: Longmans, Green and Company, 1912) 
Vol, 1, p. 193. It is interesting to note that this and the following reference to the balance of 
power wre eliminated by the editor from the later editions. 

-» p. 80. 
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and the Supreme Court of the United States, or for certain regional groups, 
as do state legislatures, city councils, and regional and local courts. In the 
international sphere there are but two forces creating law: necessity and mu- 
tual consent. International law contains a small number of rules concerning, 
for instance, the limits of national sovereignty, the interpretation of its own 
rules, and the like, which are binding upon individual states regardless of 
their consent; for without these rules there could be no legal order at all or 
at least no legal order regulating a multiple-state system. Aside from this 
small number of rules of what one might call common or necessary interna- 
tional law, the main bulk of rules of international law owe their existence to 
the mutual consent of the individual subjects of international law them- 
selves—the individual nations. Each nation is bound only by those rules of 
international law to which it has consented. 

The main instrumentality by which international law is created is the 
international treaty. An international treaty creates international law only for 
those nations which are a party to it. A treaty concluded among the American 
nations binds only them and no other nation. A treaty concluded between the 
' Soviet Union and Iran has usually no legal effect for any third nation. Hence, 
the conditions under which the legislative function operates in the field of 
international law are similar to what would exist on the domestic scene if the 
legislative function within the United States were to be performed by the 
individual citizens themselves in the form of private contracts, instead of by 
legislatures and courts operating under the rule of stare decisia; that is, bound 
by precedents. Instead of a municipal law regulating sewage disposal or zon- 
ing in a certain municipality, these issues would be taken care of by a number 
of private agreements concluded among the residents of the different streets. 
The municipality, then, would have as many regulations as there are streets. 
The inevitable result of such a system of legislation would be, on the one 
hand, lack of legal regulation altogether whenever the unanimous consent of 
all those concerned was not forthcoming. On the other hand, there would be 
uncertainty about what the law actually was in a particular case, and there 
would be contradictions among the different sets of rules regulating the same 
situations with regard to different individuals. That is the situation which ex- 
ists in international law, mitigated only by the relatively small number— 
about 160 sovereign nations—of subjects that might create international law 
by concluding treaties among themselves. 

From this decentralized character ‘of the legislative function two conse- 
quences follow for international law. On the one hand, many matters bearing 
upon international relations, such as immigration and many aspects of eco- 
nomic policies, are not regulated by international law. The interests of the 
different nations in these matters are so divergent that they are unable to 
agree upon legal rules. On the other hand, in those matters with regard to 
which agreement was possible, insecurity and confusion frequently reign. If 
one wants to know which rules of international law the United States consid- 
ers to be binding upon itself, one must consult all the treaties ever concluded 
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by the United States, after determining which are still in force at the moment 
of investigation. Then one must examine the decisions of international tribu- 
nals in cases to which the United States has been a party, and the decisions 
of American courts applying rules of international] law. Finally, one must 
study the diplomatic documents in which the representatives of the United 
States in international negotiations have acknowledged certain rules of inter- 
national law as binding upon the conduct of the United States in international 
affairs. The sum total of all these rules is what Charles C. Hyde has called 
International Law Chiefly as Interpreted and Applied by the United States.® 

By a similarly tedious process, the rules of international law recognized 
by other nations have also been compiled. In order to know the sum total of 
the rules of international law binding in a particular period of history through- 
out the world, it would be theoretically necessary to make similar compila- 
tions with regard to all nations of the world. If such a task were actually 
undertaken, its results would show considerable divergencies with regard to 
general principles as well as particular rules. World-wide compilations in lim- 
ited fields of international law illustrate this lack of agreement. Many writers 
refer to continental law in contrast to Anglo-American international law, to 
the international law of the Americas, and to the Russian conception of inter- 
national law.° 

To take as a specific example the breadth of the maritime belt—that is, 
the question as to how far into the sea the territorial jurisdiction of the adja- 
cent state extends—the rules of international law recognized by different na- 
tions in this field differ sharply. While a number of nations adhere to the 
principle of the three-mile limit, Finland and Norway—over the objections of 
other states—claim a breadth of four miles for the maritime belt. Italy, Spain, 
Yugoslavia, India, Mexico, Iceland, Indonesia, the Soviet Union, Egypt, 
France, and Poland, for another instance, claim twelve miles. Albania claims 
fifteen, Ecuador two hundred miles. Other nations, such as Germany, Bel- 
gium and Great Britain, claim only three miles; but Britain claims a so-called 
contiguous zone beyond the territorial waters proper. Other nations, while 
rejecting the claim of these nations to a contiguous zone, recognize that under 
certain circumstances a nation has the right to extend its jurisdiction beyond 
the three-mile limit and to submit the merchant vessels of foreign nations to 
some measure of control. Part II, Section 2, Article 3 of the Law of the Sea 
Treaty of 1982 calls for a twelve-mile limit by states ratifying the treaty unless 
otherwise provided, but the question remains whether states with differing 
jurisdictional limits will ratify this provision and whether those who ratify it 
will at some point renounce such provisions. 

This lack of precision, resulting from the confusing multitude of unilateral 
claims, permeates to a greater or lesser degree most branches of the law of 


52 vols. (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1946). 

6On these different conceptions of international law and the literature concerning them, cf. 
L. Oppenheim and H. Lauterpecht, International Law, 8th ed. (London: Longmans, Green and 
Company, 1955), Vol. I, pp. 48 ff. _ 
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nations, by virtue of the decentralized character of the legislative function. 
Governments, however, are always anxious to shake off the restraining influ- 
ence that international law might have upon their foreign policies, to use 
international law instead for the promotion of their national interests, and to 
evade legal obligations that might be harmful to them. They have used the 
imprecision of international law as a ready-made tool for furthering their ends. 
They have done so by advancing unsupported legal claims and by misinter- 
preting the meaning of generally recognized rules of international law. Thus 
the lack of precision inherent in the decentralized nature of international law 
is breeding ever more lack of precision, and the debilitating vice that was 
present at its birth continues to sap its strength. 

Only those branches of international law, generally of a technical or hu- 
manitarian nature, which have been codified in general agreements, escape 
in a certain measure this weakness.’ For a codification of international law is 
in its legal effects the equivalent of a genuine piece of international legislation 
in that it binds all or virtually all subjects of international law. It is only the 
requirement of the consent of all those who are to be bound by it—in contrast 
to the majority rule required by the democratic process of legislation—that 
sets codification of international law apart from genuine legislation. 


Interpretation and Binding Force 


The need to substitute the unanimous consent of all subjects of international 
law for genuine international legislation gives rise to yet another type of com- 
plication peculiar to international law. This is the problem of ascertaining the 
meaning of the provisions of international treaties, of the rights they confer, 
of the obligations they impose. In the domestic sphere, this problem is solved 
by the legislative bodies themselves, which generally try to make the legal 
rules they enact as precise as possible; by the courts, which are continually 
engaged in the task of interpreting the laws by applying them to concrete 
cases; and by the executive and administrative agencies, which issue orders 
performing the same function. International legal documents, such as the 
Charter of the United Nations, as well as many others of a purely technical 
character, are vague and ambiguous, not by accident or, like the American 
Constitution, for particular and exceptional. reasons, but regularly and of ne- 
cessity. For such documents, in order to obtain the approval of all subjects of 
the law, necessary for their acquiring legal force, must take cognizance of all 
the divergent national interests that will or might be affected by the rules to 
be enacted. In order to find a common basis on which all those different 
national interests can meet in harmony, rules of international law embodied 
in general treaties must often be vague and ambiguous, allowing all the sig- 





7Examples are the codifications in the field of communications, such as the General Postal 
Convention of 1874, the Convention on International Civil Aviation of 1944, and many others, as 
well as the general international agreements referred to on pages 243 ff., which seek the human- 
ization of warfare. 
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natories to read the recognition of their own national interests into the legal 
text agreed upon. If this should happen in the domestic sphere, as it has 
actually happened to a considerable extent with regard to the Constitution of 
the United States, some authoritative decision—whether of the Supreme 
Court as in the United States, or of Parliament as in Great Britain—would 
give concrete meaning to the vague and ambiguous provisions of the law. 

In the international field, it is the subjects of the law themselves that not 
only legislate for themselves but are also the supreme authority for interpret- 
ing and giving concrete meaning to their own legislative enactments. They 
will naturally interpret and apply the provisions of international law in the 
light of their particular and divergent conceptions of the national interest. 
They will naturally marshal them to the support of their particular interna- 
tional policies and will thus destroy whatever restraining power, applicable to 
all, these rules of international law, despite their vagueness and ambiguity, 
might have possessed. Mr. Jean Ray well analyzed this situation when he said 
with regard to the Covenant of the League of Nations: “But the danger is 
obvious. If the members of the League as individuals have ultimate authority 
in matters of interpretation, divergent interpretations, all equally authorita- 
tive, are going to perpetuate themselves; and when an ambiguous text is 
being invoked in a conflict between two nations, there will be an impasse.””® 
This has happened time and again in the history of the League of Nations, 
and the history of the United Nations has given us a number of instances of a 
similar nature.° | 

There is, finally, another difficulty that contributes to the weakness of 
international law from the legislative point of view, and that is the uncertainty 
as to whether a certain international treaty, duly signed and ratified, contains 
actually, in whole or in part, valid rules of international law binding upon the 
signatories. Such a question could hardly arise with regard to a piece of do- 
mestic legislation in the United States. For a federal law has either been 
passed by Congress and signed by the President in conformity with the con- 
stitutional requirements or it has not, and it has either been invalidated by 
the Supreme Court or it has not. There may be uncertainty as to its consti- 
tutionality or interpretation until the Supreme Court has spoken with final 
authority, but not as to its very existence as a valid rule of law. It is this 
uncertainty as to the existence of certain fundamental rules, duly signed and 
ratified by virtually all members of the international community, that shakes 
the very foundation of international law. 


°“Commentaire du Pacte de la Sociéte des Nations (Paris: Sirey, 1930), p. 44. 

"In order to remedy this situation, the General Assembly of the United Nations passed in its 
Second Session, on November 14, 1947, a resolution declaring it to be of paramount importance 
that the interpretation of the Charter and of the constitutions of the specialized agencies be based 
on recognized principles of international law. The resolution called specifically upon the agencies 
of the United Nations to seek advisory opinions from the International Court of Justice on points 
of law which have arisen in the course of their activities (United Nations Documents, A/459). 
Upon the request of the General Assembly, the Court has rendered a number of advisory opin- 
ions concerning the interpretation of the Charter and other international treaties. - 
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Let us consider the most spectacular example of this type of international 
law, the Briand-Kellogg Pact of 1928, in which virtually al] nations agreed “to 
renounce war as an instrument of national policy in their relations with one 
another.” Has this agreement been from the beginning a rule of international 
law binding upon all signatories, or is it merely a statement of moral principle 
without legal effect? Has the international law of the Nuremberg trials, ac- 
cording to which the preparation for, and the waging of, aggressive war is an 
international crime, applied the already existing law of the Briand-Kellogg 
Pact, or has it created international law that did not exist before?! And has it 
done the one or the other only for the specific cases decided in Nuremberg, 
or for any similar cases that might occur in the future? Different schools of 
thought have answered these questions differently, and this is not the place 
to settle the controversy. What is important to note in the context of this 
discussion is the weakness of a legal system that is incapable of giving a pre- 
cise answer to so fundamental a question as to whether it forbids collective 
acts of violence for certain purposes. Thus there is today no way of stating 
with any degree of authority whether any nation that went to war after 1929 
in pursuance of its national policies has violated a rule of international law and 
is liable before international law for its violation; or whether only those indi- 
viduals responsible for preparing and starting the Second World War are lia- 
ble in this way; or whether all nations and individuals that will prepare for, 
and wage, aggressive war in the future will thus be liable. 

What about the legal validity of the Convention with Respect to the Laws 
and Customs of War on Land of 1899 and 1907, and its binding force upon its 
signatories in the Second World War and in a future war? This convention, 
which was fairly well observed during the First World War and whose viola- 
tions were then pointed out regularly, was, as we have seen,” violated regu- 
larly and on a mass scale by all belligerents during the Second World War. 
Have these violations, unprotested and unpunished, put an end to the bind- 
ing force of this convention, or has the convention survived the Second World 
War as a legal instrument that can be invoked, enforced, and made the stan- 
dard of action in a future war? And what about similar questions with respect 
to the rules of maritime warfare which were also generally violated in the 
Second World War with hardly an attempt at enforcement being made? The 
Axis sank enemy ships indiscriminately and without warning, as did the Al- 
lies, and both sides bombed civilians, justifying these violations of the rules 
of war with military necessity. If rules of international law are consistently 
violated and the violations are accepted as a matter of course by all subjects 
of the law—if, therefore, the legal rules are treated by those who ought to 
enforce them as though they did not exist—the question arises: Do they still 
exist as binding legal rules? No precise answer can be given to these questions 
at the moment. But, in view of the probable development of the technology 


‘Cf. Hans J. Morgenthau, Erich Hula, Moorhouse F. X. Millar, in America, Vol. 76, No. 10 
(December 7, 1946), pp. 266-8. 
*See pages 256 ff. 
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of war and of international morality, the odds are against survival of these 
rules. 

In 1936, the League of Nations sanctions against Italy failed, and in the 
following years the wholesale violations of the most important provisions of 
the Covenant were treated with indifference by all governments concerned. 
Then similar questions were raised with respect to the Covenant of the 
League of Nations as a whole and to certain of its provisions. Governments 
acted as though those provisions had lost their binding force, but did they 
actually lose it, or did their legal validity survive the crisis of the late thirties 
and of the Second World War to expire only with the formal dissolution of 
the League in 1946? No unequivocal and precise answer to these questions 
was forthcoming when they were first raised, nor is there an answer now. 
There can be little doubt that the transformation of the United Nations from 
what the Charter intended it to be into something quite different, with the 
concomitant disregard of legal rules, confronts the observer with similar ques- 
tions and that his answers can only be uncertain, ambiguous, and tentative. 
The deficient character of the answers to so important and fundamental. ques- 
tions is again the measure of the deficiency of international law from the leg- 
islative point of view. 


THE JUDICIAL FUNCTION IN INTERNATIONAL LAW 


Despite these deficiencies resulting from the decentralized character of the 
legislative function, a legal system might still be capable of holding in check 
the power aspirations of its subjects if there existed judicial agencies that 
could speak with authority whenever a dissension occurred with regard to the 
existence or the import of a legal rule. Thus the ambiguities and generalities 
of the American Constitution have been made largely innocuous through the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in matters of constitutional 
interpretation. More particularly, the English common law has been given 
certainty and precision primarily by the decisions of courts, and to only a 
small extent by formal legislative enactments. A hierarchy of judicial agencies 
performs in all developed legal systems the task of determining authoritatively 
and with finality the rights and duties of the subjects of the law. 

If an individual citizen of the United States maintains against another 
American citizen that a federal statute does not apply to him either because 
of constitutional defects or in view of the meaning of the statute itself, either 
citizen can under certain procedural conditions submit has claim for an au- 
thoritative decision of the issue to a federal court. The jurisdiction of the court 
is established when the claim is made by either party; it is not dependent 
upon the consent of the other party. In other words, an American citizen can 
summon another citizen before a court of law to have their legal relations 
authoritatively determined, and is thus able to establish the jurisdiction of the 
court by his own unilateral action. The party that is dissatisfied with the de- 
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cision can appeal to a higher court, until, as the court of last resort, the Su- 
preme Court will say with finality what the law is in the case. That decision 
has, by virtue of the rule of stare decisis, the quality of a legislative action in 
that it creates law not only between the parties and with respect to the par- 
ticular case, but with regard to all future persons and situations to which the 
rationale of the decision applies. 

International law is deficient in all three fundamentals of an efficient ju- 
dicial system: compulsory jurisdiction, hierarchy of judicial decisions, and the 
application of the rule of stare decisis at least to the decisions of the highest 
court. 


Compulsory Jurisdiction 


The sole source for the jurisdiction of international courts is the will of the 
states submitting disputes for adjudication. It is axiomatic in international law 
that no state can be compelled against its will to submit a dispute with an- 
other state to an international tribunal. In other words, no international court 
- can take jurisdiction over international disputes without the consent of the 
states concerned. “It is well established in international law,” the Permanent 
Court of International Justice said in the Eastern Carelia Case, “that no state 
can, without its consent, be compelled to submit its disputes with other states 
either to mediation or to arbitration, or to any other kind of pacific settle- 
ment. Such consent can be given once and for all in the form of an obligation 
freely undertaken, but it can, on the contrary, also be given in a special case 
apart from any existing obligation.”” 

In the case of so-called isolated arbitration‘—that is, when the parties 
agree to submit one individual dispute, after it has occurred, to the jurisdic- 
tion of an international tribunal—this principle manifests itself simply in the 
requirement of a contractual obligation between the parties establishing the 
jurisdiction of the court. Thus, when the United States and Great Britain 
were unable to settle the Alabama claims growing out of the Civil War by 
diplomatic negotiations, they agreed in a treaty to submit the dispute to an 
international tribunal. After the tribunal had rendered its judgment in this 
particular case, it disbanded; for its jurisdiction, derived from the treaty be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain, was exhausted with the decision 
of this single case. If another dispute arose between the United States and 
Great Britain to be settled by international adjudication, another treaty would 
have to be concluded, and a similar procedure followed. If no agreement 
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“We are using the terms “arbitration” and “adjudication” indiscriminately. While the former 
term is being used primarily for the judicial agencies that, prior to the establishment of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, were created by bilatera] agreements, the term “adju- 
dication” is now generally used for all judicial agencies of an international character, regardless 
of the mode of their establishment. 
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could be reached between the parties as to the definition of the dispute, the 
composition and the procedure of the tribunal, and the legal rules to be ap- 
plied, no judicial settlement would be possible. 

In the case of so-called institutional arbitration—that is, when a whole 
class of disputes (for example, those of a legal character or those arising from 
a peace or commercial treaty) are submitted in advance of their occurrence to 
international adjudication by a general agreement—the consent of the parties 
is generally required for two different stages in the proceedings. First, it is 
required for the general agreement to submit certain classes of disputes to 
the jurisdiction of an international court. Second, it is required for the partic- 
ular agreement—concluded after a particular dispute has arisen—in which 
the parties declare that this particular dispute belongs to the class for which 
the general agreement provides international adjudication. When, for in- 
stance, an arbitration treaty between two nations provides that all legal dis- 
putes arising between them in the future shall be submitted to an interna- 
tional tribunal, neither state has as a rule the right to establish the jurisdiction 
of the court unilaterally, by simply submitting a particular legal dispute for 
adjudication. A special agreement relative to this particular dispute is neces- 
sary to establish the jurisdiction of the court. 

The care with which states generally guard the contractual character of 
the jurisdiction of international courts is illustrated by Sir H. Lauterpacht: 


. . . the majority of the judgments given by the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice has been concerned with so-called “pleas to the jurisdiction,” i.e., 
with the refusal of one party, supported by a rigid and ingenious interpretation 
of relevant arbitration agreements, to accord to the other party the right, which 
Hobbes regarded as elementary even in a state of nature, of impartial adjudica- 
tion. This has been done, as a rule, not for the reason that another international 
agency was competent to decide the issue, but on the ground that the state in 
question was not bound by any commitment to have recourse to judicial settle- 
ment. 


The author adds that “even when the elementary duty of submission to 
adjudication is accepted [that is, in a general agreement], it is in practice 
often attended by elaborate reservations which reduce it to a mere formula 
devoid of any legal obligation.”® 


The Optional Clause 

It is obvious that under such circumstances it is hardly possible to speak 
of a general obligation on the part of nations to submit disputes to judicial 
settlement in advance of their occurrence. The requirement of a special 
agreement concerning the particular dispute to be adjudicated and the quali- 
fication of the general agreement by reservations virtually preclude compul- 
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sory litigation. They allow a nation to preserve its freedom of action in all 
stages of the preliminary proceedings if it so wishes. It is for the purpose of 
assimilating the international judicial function, at least with regard to certain 
classes of disputes, to the strict compulsion of domestic litigation that Article 
36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice has created 
the so-called optional clause. This ingenious device is incorporated without 
change in Article 36 of the Statute of the new International Court of Justice. 
The provision gives the signatories of the Statute the opportunity to “recog- 
nize as compulsory ipso facto and without special agreement, in relation to 
any other state accepting the same obligation, the jurisdiction of the Court in 
all legal disputes.” 

Under the regime of the old Court the clause was binding, at one time 
or another, for close to fifty states. Under the new Statute the number of 
signatories amounts to forty-five. Very few nations, however, have signed 
without reservations. 

The declaration of the United States of August 14, 1946, accepting the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice is the prototype 
-of an acceptance so weakened by far-reaching reservations as to reduce the 
strict legal obligation to the vanishing point. According to its terms: 


. . . this declaration shall not apply to 

a. disputes the solution of which the parties shall entrust to other tribunals 
by virtue of agreements already in existence or which may be concluded in the 
future; or 

b. disputes with regard to matters which are essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the United States of America as determined by the United States 
of America; or 

c. disputes arising under a multilateral treaty, unless (1) all parties to the 
treaty affected by the decision are also parties to the case before the Court, or 
(2) the United States of America specially agrees to jurisdiction. . . .° 


While reservation a. is of minor importance, it is hard to visualize an 
international dispute that might not be interpreted so as to be covered by 
either reservation b. or c. There are few matters liable to become the object 
of an international dispute on which the domestic jurisdiction of the countries 
concerned would not have some bearing. Does a trade agreement concluded 
between the United States and a foreign country remove the subjects that it 
regulates from the category of matters that are “essentially within the domes- 
tic jurisdiciton of the United States”? What about international treaties con- 
cerning immigration, foreign loans, limitation of armaments? Matters thus 
dealt with by international law are surely no longer “exclusively” within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United States. But when do they cease to be 
“essentially” within that jurisdiction? Obviously, when the United States is 
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no longer interested in preserving its freedom from judicial control with re- 
gard to such matters. Since what is and what is not “essentially” within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United States is thus a matter of political opinion 
and since according to reservation b. the opinion of the United States will 
decide this issue without appeal, the United States will be able, if it so 
wishes, by virtue of reservation b. alone to exclude from the jurisdiction of 
the Court most disputes to which it might be a party. Even if the opinion of 
the United States in this respect were clearly arbitrary and without factual 
foundation, the terms of the declaration make the United States the final 
judge in the matter. In April of 1984, the Reagan administration announced 
that for a period of two years it would not accept the jurisdicion of the Court 
on any matter involving Central America. Thus not only has the United States 
invoked the question of domestic jurisdiction but it has also extended it to the’ 
region immediately south of it. 

Reservation c. takes care of whatever reservation b. might have left to 
the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court. In modern times many of the more 
important international treaties, especially in view of their bearing on inter- 
national politics, are multilateral, such as the Pan-American Treaties, the 
Charter of the United Nations, and the peace treaties terminating the Second 
World War. Considering the limited number of adherences to the op- 
tional clause and considering the possibilities of evasion with the aid of reser- 
vations, it is not likely that in the case of a dispute arising under such a treaty 
all the signatories of the treaty, numbering often more than a score or two of 
states, can simultaneously be made parties before the Court. The United 
States, then, is likely to retain its freedom of action in most cases where its 
acceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court with regard to multi- 
lateral treaties is involved. 

Thus, in the end, the development of compulsory jurisdiction under the - 
optional clause reverts to where it started from: the preservation, in a large 
measure and for the most important disputes, of national freedom of action 
with regard to the jurisdiction of international courts. The legal instrumental- 
ities designed to preserve that freedom have become more refined under the 
regime of the optional clause. Instead of frankly exempting from adjudication 
the most important classes of disputes, they now serve primarily the purpose 
of smoothing over and concealing the contrast between verbal adherence to 
compulsory jurisdiction and actual unwillingness to accept it. It is, therefore, 
not surprising that the Permanent Court of International Justice was in the 
main concerned, not with the limitation of the struggle for power on the in- 
ternational scene, but with the preliminary question of whether the parties 
were at all under obligation to submit the case to the jurisdiction of the Court. 
Only once did the Permanent Court of International Justice have to face 
squarely the problem of limiting a state’s aspirations for power. That was in 
the case of the German-Austrian Customs Union of 1931,’ and there the ju- 
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risdiction of the Court was founded not upon an agreement freely entered 
into by the parties but upon Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of 


from the Court. It is also worthy of note that, although the community of 
nations since the end of the Second World War has been rent apart by many 
disputes of different kinds, the International Court of Justice has decided only 
twenty-nine cases during the first thirty-five years of its existence. 

All theoretical and practical considerations point to the conclusion that 
the optional clause has left the substance of the problem of compulsory juris- 
diction where it found it. In the field of adjudication only slightly less than in 
the field of legislation, it is still the will of the individual nations that is deci- 
sive in all stages of the proceedings. Hence, international adjudication is un- 
able to impose effective restraints upon the struggle for power on the inter- 
national scene. Loose and ambiguous formulations of the general duty to 
submit to litigation and, in particular, a great variety of indefinite and sweep- 
ing reservations protect all states against the risk of having to submit any 
specific dispute to international litigation against their will. Hence, with re- 
gard at least to compulsory jurisdiction over important disputes, the decen- 
tralization of the judicial function is complete, barely disguised by legal for- 
mulae that, in turn, are rendered meaningless by reservations. As Secretary- 
General Hammarskjold put it in his Report of 1957: “. . . I cannot fail to 
express my own concern over the possibility that the present trend, if not 
soon halted, may render the whole system of compulsory jurisdiction virtually 
illusory.” 


International Courts 


Since no legal system can be effective in limiting the activities of its subjects 
without compulsory jurisdiction over their disputes, the two other fundamen- 
tal problems of adjudication—the organization of the judicial agencies and the 
effects of their decisions—are of subordinate importance. The establishment 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice and of its successor, the In- 
ternational Court of Justice, marks an important step, perhaps the most im- 
portant of all, toward the centralization of functions in the field of interna- 
tional law. Up to the establishment of the Permanent Court in 1920, judicial 
organization in the international sphere was completely decentralized. That is 
to say, whenever two states agreed upon the judicial settlement of a specific 
dispute, they also agreed upon a particular person, such as the Pope, a 
prince, a famous international lawyer, or a group of Persons to function as a 
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The Hague Conventions for the Pacific Settlement of International Dis- 
putes in 1899 and 1907 tried to overcome this decentralization of the judicial 
organization by creating the so-called Permanent Court of Arbitration. The 
latter consists only of a panel of some 120 judges appointed by the different 
signatories to the convention. From this panel the parties to a specific dispute 
can select the members of a tribunal to be constituted for the adjudication of 
this specific dispute. It might, therefore, well be said that this institution is 
neither permanent nor a court. The so-called Court does not exist as a body; 
as such it does not fulfill judicial or any other functions. It is actually nothing 
more than a list of individuals “of recognized competence in questions of In- 
ternational Law, enjoying the highest moral reputation.” It facilitates the se- 
lection of judges for one of the special tribunals to be organized for the adju- 
dication of a specific dispute. The so-called Permanent Court of Arbitration 
has never decided a case; only individual members of the panel have. It per- 
petuates the decentralization of judicial organization in the international field, 
while at the same time recognizing in the pretense of its name the need for a 
centralized judicial authority. 

The main stumbling block for the establishment of a really permanent 
international court was the composition of the court. Nations were as anxious 
to preserve their freedom of action with respect to the selection of judges for 
each specific case as they were anxious to preserve their freedom of action 
with regard to the submission of each specific dispute to adjudication. More 
particularly, nations were reluctant to allow a dispute to be decided by an 
international tribunal of which neither one of their nationals nor a represen- 
tative of their point of view was a member. No permanent international court 
with jurisdiction over more than a limited number of nations could meet the 
letter of such a requirement; for the number of nations subject to the juris- 
diction of a world court would of necessity exceed the number of judges. The | 
small nations, especially, feared that under these conditions most of them 
would be permanently deprived of representation in such a court, which 
might thus easily become an instrument of the great powers. 

The Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice and of its 
successor has solved this problem. The Court is composed of fifteen mem- 
bers, no two of whom may be nationals of the same state (Article 3). On the 
other hand, “The electors shall bear in mind. . . that in the body as a whole 
the representation of the main forms of civilization and of the principal legal 
systems of the world should be assured” (Article 19). The members of the 
Court are nominated and elected through a number of ingenious devices de- 
signed to insure high professional standards as well as compliance with the 
requirement of Article 19 of the Statute. The nominations are made by the 
members of the Permanent Court of Arbitration, organized into national 
groups, or by national groups appointed by their respective governments (Ar- 
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ticles 4, 5, 6). The election is by absolute majoritiy of the votes of the General 
Assembly and the Security Council of the United Nations, each body voting 
independently of the other (Articles 8-12). Article 31 of the Statute makes 
the additional concession of providing for special national judges who may be 
chosen by parties whose nationality is not represented among the members 
of the Court. 

This Court, a truly centralized judicial agency, fulfills through its very 
existence two important functions for the international community. On the 
one hand, the Court, through being established in permanence and regardless 
of any dispute awaiting adjudication, is always available to nations that want 
to settle their differences by means of adjudication. Whatever else may stand 
in the way of a judicial settlement of their disputes, the problems of establish- 
ing a tribunal, selecting its members, providing for its procedure and substan- 
tive law have been solved for them once and for all by the Statute of the 
Court. The difficulties to which these problems, to be solved anew for each 
individual case of adjudication, may have given rise before 1920 no longer 
stand in the way of effective administration of international justice. 

The International Court of Justice, whose members are elected for a pe- 
riod of nine years and may be re-elected, provides for continuity in the per- 
formance of its judicial task. This quality is necessarily absent in a tribunal 
convened for the settlement of a specific dispute and terminating its existence 
with the rendering of the judgment. A court whose membership is bound to 
remain approximately identical for many years—the judges being elected for 
nine-year terms—cannot fail to develop a tradition of its own which it trans- 
mits to its successive members and upon the continuance of which the pro- 
spective parties can rely. This element of calculability and stability which is 
thus introduced into the operations of an international tribunal is in sharp 
contrast to the haphazard proceedings typical of the arbitration courts before 
the First World War. 


The Effect of Judicial Decisions 


This stability and calculability are the psychological result of a permanent 
organization rather than the legal effect of the judicial operations of the Court. 
Indeed, concerning the legal effect of the judicial decisions of the Court, the 
Statute pays tribute to the principle of decentralization by providing in Article 
59 that “the decision of the Court has no binding force except between the 
parties and in respect of that particular case.” Although the social fact of the 
continuing operation of the same persons within one organization is conducive 
to the development of uniformity and of a tradition in the jurisprudence of 
the Court, the latter is under no legal duty, as the Anglo-American courts 
are, to follow the rule of stare decisis and to justify its decisions in the light 
of precedent. Nevertheless, because of the social pressure for uniformity dis- 
cussed above, the jurisprudence of the Court during the first three decades 
of its existence would hardly have been different if the Court actually had 
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been bound by the rule of stare decisis. Nevertheless, the Court was and 
remains free to disregard its previous decisions should it so choose. Situations 
may arise where a court bound by the rule of stare decisis would hesitate to 
disregard its previous decisions, while the International Court of Justice 
might not. | 

This element of uncertainty within the jurisprudence of the International 
Court of Justice itself is, however, small in comparison with the one that, by 
virtue of Article 59 of the Statute, affects the relations between the jurisprud- 
ence of the Court and the many and heterogeneous other judicial agencies 
operating in the international field. The strength of the national systems of 
adjudication as a means of putting effective restraints upon the actions of the 
individual citizens derives in large part from the hierarchical nature of that 
system. Whatever act the individual citizen may perform, a court stands ready 
to say whether or not the act meets the requirements of the law. When these 
courts have spoken, a higher court can be appealed to in order to approve or 
disapprove the decision of the lower court. And, finally, a supreme court will 
state with ultimate authority the law in the case. Since all these courts operate 
under the rule of stare decisis, their decisions are logically consistent with 
each other not only within the same court but also within the whole system 
of courts. The hierarchical character of their relations guarantees the unifor- 
mity of the decisions throughout the system.' The combination of hierarchical 
organization and of the rule of stare decisis, then, produces one system of 
jurisprudence throughout the judicial system, one body of coherent law ever 
ready to go into action at the request of whoever claims the protection of the 
law. | 
Nothing in the international sphere even remotely resembles this situa- 
tion. The International Court of Justice is the one court that has potentially 
world-wide jurisdiction. But the multitude of other courts, created by special - 
treaties for particular parties, for special types of disputes, or for specific sin- 
gle cases, have no legal connection at all either with each other or with the 
International Court of Justice. The International Court of Justice is in no 
sense a supreme court of the world which may decide, with final authority, 
appeals from the decisions of other international tribunals. It is but one inter- 
national court among many others, outstanding through the permanency of its 
organization, the potential reach of its jurisdiction, and the generally high 
legal quality of its decisions. Yet in no sense is it hierarchically superimposed 
upon the other international courts. The decisions of the International Court 


‘This is true only ideally; it suffers exceptions in the actual operation of the domestic judicial 
systems. In the federal judicial system, for example, logical consistency of the decisions of the 
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of Justice may, by virtue of their professional excellence, put their imprint 
upon the decisions of other international courts. But, since they are not 
bound by the rule of stare decisis, other international courts are no more 
under the legal obligation to make their decisions consistent with the deci- 
sions of the International Court of Justice than they are to make their own 
decisions consistent with each other. Here again, decentralization is the ear- 
mark of the judicial function. 


THE ENFORCEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 


Its Decentralized Character 


What for the legislative and judicial functions required elaborate proof is clear 
for all to see in the case of the executive function: its complete and unquaili- 
fied decentralization. International law does not even provide for agencies and 
instrumentalities for the purpose of its enforcement apart from the agencies 
‘ and instrumentalities of the national governments. Brierly describes the situ- 
ation thus: 


The international system has no central organ for the enforcement of international 
legal rights as such, and the creation of any such general scheme of sanctions is 
for the present a very distant prospect. . . . This absence of an executive power 
means that each state remains free . . . to take such action as it thinks fit to 
enforce its own rights. This does not mean that international law has no sanction, 
if that word is used in its proper sense of means for securing the observance of 
the law; but it is true that the sanctions which it possesses are not systematic or 
centrally directed, and that accordingly they are precarious in their operation. 
This lack of system is obviously unsatisfactory, particularly to those states which 
are less able than others to assert their own rights effectively.* 


In the same sense in which the individual nation is its own legislator and 
the creator of its own tribunals and of their jurisdiction, it is also its own 
sheriff and policeman. When individual A violates the rights of individual B 
within the national community, the law-enforcement agencies of this state will 
intervene and protect B against A and compel A to give B satisfaction accord- 
ing to the law. Nothing of the kind exists in the international sphere. If State 
A violates the rights of State B, no enforcement agency will come to the 
support of B. B has the right to help itself if it can; that is to say, if it is strong 
enough in comparison with A to meet the infringement of its rights with en- 
forcement actions of its own. Only under very exceptional and narrow condi- 
tions, in the forms of self-help and self-defense, does domestic law give the 
victim of a violation of the law the right to take the law into his own hands 
and enforce it against the violator. What is a narrowly circumscribed excep- 
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tion in domestic law is the principle of law enforcement in international law. 
According to this principle, the victim, and nobody but the victim, of a vio- 
lation of the law has the right to enforce the law against the violator. Nobody 
at all has the obligation to enforce it. 

There can be no more primitive and no weaker system of law enforce- 
ment than this; for it delivers the enforcement of the law to the vicissitudes 
of the distribution of power between the violator of the law and the victim of 
the violation. It makes it easy for the strong both to violate the law and to 
enforce it, and consequently puts the rights of the weak in jeopardy. A great 
power can violate the rights of a small nation without having to fear effective 
sanctions on the latter’s part. It can afford to proceed against the small nation 
with measures of enforcement under the pretext of a violation of its rights, 
regardless of whether the alleged infraction of international law has actually 
occurred or whether its seriousness justifies the severity of the measures 
taken. 

The small nation must look for the protection of its rights to the assis- 
tance of powerful friends; only thus can it hope to oppose with a chance of 
success an attempt to violate its rights. Whether such assistance will be forth- 
coming is a matter not of international law but of the national interest as 
conceived by the individual nations, which must decide whether or not to 
come to the support of the weak member of the international community. In 
other words, whether or not an attempt will be made to enforce international 
law and whether or not the attempt will be successful do not depend primar- 
ily upon legal considerations and the disinterested operation of law-enforcing 
mechanisms. Both attempt and success depend upon political considerations 
and the actual distribution of power in a particular case. The protection of the 
rights of a weak nation that is threatened by a strong one is then determined 
by the balance of power as it operates in that particular situation. Thus the ° 
rights of Belgium were safeguarded in 1914 against their violation by Ger- 
many, for it so happened that the protection of those rights seemed to be 
required by the national interests of powerful neighbors. Similarly, when in 
1950 South Korea was attacked by North Korea, their concern with the main- 
tenance of the balance of power in the Far East and of territorial stability 
throughout Asia prompted the United States and some of its allies, such as 
France and Great Britain, to come to the aid of South Korea. On the other 
hand, the rights of Colombia, when the United States supported the revolu- 
tion in 1903 which led to the establishment of the Republic of Panama, and 
the rights of Finland, when attacked by the Soviet Union in 1939, were vio- 
lated either with impunity or, as in the case of Finland, without the interven- 
tion of effective sanctions. There was no balance of power which could have 
protected these nations. 

It must be pointed out, however, that the actual situation is much less 
dismal than the foregoing analysis might suggest. The great majority of the 
rules of international law are generally observed by all nations without actual 
compulsion, for it is generally in the interest of all nations concerned to honor 
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their obligations under international law. A nation will hesitate to infringe 
upon the rights of foreign diplomats residing in its capital; for it has an inter- 
est, identical with the interests of all other nations, in the universal observ- 
ance of the rules of international law which extend their protection to its own 
diplomatic representatives in foreign capitals as well as the foreign diplomats 
in its own capital. A nation will likewise be reluctant to disregard its obliga- 
tions under a commercial treaty, since the benefits that it expects from the 
execution of the treaty by the other contracting parties are complementary to 
those anticipated by the latter. It may thus stand to lose more than it would 
gain by not fulfilling its part of the bargain. This is particularly so in the long 
run, since a nation that has the reputation of reneging on its commercial ob- 
ligations will find it hard to conclude commercial treaties beneficial to itself. 

Most rules of international law formulate in legal terms such identical or 
complementary interests. It is for this reason that they generally enforce 
themselves, as it were, and that there is generally no need for a specific en- 
forcement action. In most cases in which such rules of internatioan! law are 
actually violated despite the underlying community of interests, satisfaction is 
' given to the wronged party either voluntarily or in consequence of adjudica- 
tion. And it is worthy of note that of the thousands of such judicial decisions 
which have been rendered in the last century and a half, voluntary execution 
was refused by the losing party in fewer than ten cases. 

Thus the great majority of rules of international law are generally unaf- 
fected by the weakness of its system of enforcement, for voluntary compliance 
prevents the problem of enforcement from arising altogether. The problem of 
enforcement becomes acute, however, in that minority of important and gen- 
erally spectacular cases, particularly important in the context of our discus- 
sion, in which compliance with international law and its enforcement have a 
direct bearing upon the relative power of the nations concerned. In those 
cases, as we have seen, considerations of power rather than of law determine 
compliance and enforcement. Two attempts have been made to remedy this 
situation and to give the executive function in international law at least a 
semblance of objectivity and centralization. Both attempts have failed, and for 
the same reason. One attempt, in the form of treaties of guaranty, can be 
traced to the beginning of the modern state system; the other, collective se- 
curity, was first undertaken by the Covenant of the League of Nations. 


Treaties of Guaranty 


Taught by sad experience that the sacred and inviolable duty of fidelity to treaties 
is not always a safe assurance that they will be observed, men have sought to 
obtain securities against perfidy, means for enforcing observance independently 
of the good faith of the contracting parties. A guaranty is one of these means. 
When those who conclude a treaty of peace, or any other treaty, are not abso- 
lutely confident of its observance, they ask to have it guaranteed by a powerful 
sovereign. The guarantor promises to uphold the terms of the treaty and to pro- 
cure their observance. As he may find himself obliged to use force, if either of 
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the contracting parties should try to avoid the fulfillment of its promises, the 
position of guarantor is one which no sovereign will assume lightly or without 
good reasons. Princes seldom do so unless they have an indirect interest in the 
observance of the treaty or are induced by motives of friendship.* 


This statement by Vattel, the greatest eighteenth-century authority 
on international law, defines well the motives and the legal content of treaties 
of guaranty, and does not fail to allude to their problematical nature as 
substitutes for a truly centralized organization of international law enforce- 
ment. 

The simplest type of a treaty of guaranty is exemplified by what is gen- 
erally considered to be the earliest such treaty in modern history: the Treaty 
of Blois of 1505 between France and Aragon, guaranteed by England. This 
guarantee signified that England took upon itself the legal obligation to per- 
form the task of the policeman with regard to the execution of this treaty, 
promising to see that both parties remained faithful to it. 

A more advanced type of international guarantee is to be found, for in- 
stance, in the guaranty of the territorial integrity of Turkey by the signatories 
of the Treaty of Paris to 1856 and of the Treaty of Berlin of 1878, and in the 
guaranty of the neutrality of Belgium and Luxembourg by the signatories of 
the treaties of 1831 and 1839, and 1867, respectively. In the Treaty of Mutual 
Guarantee of October 16, 1925, which forms part of the so-called Locarno 
Pact, Great Britain, Belgium, France, Germany, and Italy “collectively and 
severally guarantee . . . the maintenance of the status quo resulting from the 
frontiers between Germany and Belgium, and between Germany and France, 
and the inviolability of the said frontiers.” In this type of treaty of guaranty 
not one but a group of nations—generally most, if not all of the great 
powers—pledge themselves, either severally or collectively, to enforce the 
legal provisions they have guaranteed against any violator, regardless of who 
he is. 

In order to be able to fulfill their function as a substitute for centralized 
executive agencies, both types of treaties must meet two prerequisites: they 
must be effective in their execution, and the execution must be automatic. 
The effectiveness of the execution, however, is again a function of the balance 
of power; that is to say, it depends upon the distribution of power between 
the guarantor nations and the lawbreaker. The distribution of power may fa- 
vor the guarantor nations, especially in the case of collective guaranty, but 
not necessarily so. Particularly under modern conditions of warfare, situations 
can easily be visualized in which one lawbreaking great power will be able to 
withstand the united pressure of a great number of law-abiding guarantor 
nations. 

Yet it is the uncertainty in applying the guaranty that vitiates its effec- 


‘ 5Emmerich de Vattel, The Law of Nations (Washington: Carnegie Institution, 1916), Book II, 
235, p. 193. 
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tiveness altogether. One of the authoritative textbooks of international law has 
aptly pointed to the many loopholes through which a guarantor is able to 
evade the execution of the treaty without violating it. We read in Oppenheim- 


Lauterpacht: 


But the duty of the guarantors to render . . . the promised assistance to the 
guaranteed State depends upon many conditions and circumstances. Thus, first, 
the guaranteed State must request the guarantor to render assistance. Thus, sec- 
ondly, the guarantor must at the critical time be able to render the required 
assistance. When, for instance, its hands are tied through waging war against a 
third State, or when it is so weak through internal troubles or other factors that 
its interference would expose it to serious danger, it is not bound to fulfil the 
request for assistance. So too, when the guaranteed State has not complied with 
previous advice given by the guarantor as to the line of its behaviour, it is not 
the guarantor’s duty to render assistance.‘ 


In other words, the obligation to guarantee compliance with international 
law through enforcement actions is no more stringent—and, if possible, 
. rather less so—than the obligation to submit disputes to adjudication by an 
international court. In both cases the obligation is rendered virtually valueless 
by qualifications, reservations, and exceptions, covering all possible contin- 
gencies. Treaties of guaranty leave the executive function in the interna- 
tional field, for all practical purposes, as decentralized as it would be without 
them. 


Collective Security 


Collective security is the most far-reaching attempt on record to overcome 
the deficiencies of a completely decentralized system of law enforcement. 
While traditional international law leaves the enforcement of its rules to the 
injured nation, collective security envisages the enforcement of the rules of 
international law by all the members of the community of nations, whether 
or not they have suffered injury in the particular case. The prospective law- 
breaker, then, must always expect to face a common front of all nations, au- 
tomatically taking collective action in defense of international law. As an ideal, 
collective security is without flaws; it presents indeed the ideal solution of the 
problem of law enforcement in a community of sovereign nations. But the two 
attempts that have been made to put the idea of collective security into prac- 
tice—Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations and Chapter VII of 
the Charter of the United Nations—fall far short of the ideal. In turn, the 
actual practice of the members of these two organizations has fallen far short 
of the collective measures authorized by these two documents. 


eee 
“International Law, Vol. I, p. 966. (Reprinted by permission of Longmans, Green & Co., 
Inc.) 
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Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations 

While the Covenant of the League of Nations today has only historic 
interest, the first three paragraphs of its Article 16° remain the pioneering 
attempt at putting a system of collective security into effect. The system of 
collective security provided for in these three paragraphs is from the outset 
limited to one type of violation of international law; that is, resort to war in 
violation of the provisions for the peaceful settlement of international disputes 
laid down in Articles 12, 13, and 15 of the Covenant.°® | 

For all other violations of international law only the individualized, de- 
centralized system of enforcement provided for by general international law 
is available. 

The violations of international law which put the first three paragraphs of 
Article 16 into operation create the following four legal effects: (1) The law- 
breaking nation “is deemed to have committed an act of war against all other 
members of the League.” (2) The latter are under the legal obligation to iso- 
late the lawbreaking nation, through a complete boycott, from any kind of 
intercourse with any other member of the community of nations. (3) The 
Council of the League is under the legal obligation to recommend to the 
member nations the military contribution to be made by them for the defense 
of the violated provisions of the Covenant. (4) The members of the League 
are under the legal obligation to give each other all economic and military 
assistance in the execution of the collective action. 





S5Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations reads: 

1. Should any Member of the League resort to war in disregard of its covenants under 
Articles 12, 13 or 15, it shall ipso facto be deemed to have committed an act of war against all 
other Members of the League, which hereby undertake immediately to subject it to the sever- 
ance of all trade or financial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse between their nationals 
and the nationals of the covenant-breaking State, and the prevention of all financial, commercial 
or personal intercourse between the nationals of the covenant-breaking State and the nationals of 
any other State, whether a Member of the League or not. 

2. It shall be the duty of the Council in such case to recommend to the several Govern- 
ments concerned what effective military, naval or air force the Members of the League shall 
severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the covenants of the League. 

3. The Members of the League agree, further, that they will mutually support one another 
in the financial and economic measures which are taken under this Article, in order to minimise 
the loss and inconvenience resulting from the above measures, and that they will mutually sup- 
port one another in resisting any special measures aimed at one of their number by the covenant- 
breaking State, and that they will take the necessary steps to afford passage through their terri- 
tory to the forces of any of the Members of the League which are cooperating to protect the 
covenants of the e. 

4. Any Member of the League which has violated any covenant of the League may be 
declared to be no longer a Member of the League by a vote of the Council concurred in by the 
Representatives of all the other Members of the League represented thereon. 


®articles 12, 13, and 15 read: 


Article 12 

1. The Members of the League agree that if there should arise between them any dispute 
likely to lead to a rupture they will submit the matter either to arbitration or judicial settlement 
or to enquiry by the Council, and they agree in no case to resort to war until three months after 
the award by the arbitrators or the judicial decision or the report by the Council. 


_ 
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The literal text of these provisions seems to create automatic obligations 
of a collective character with respect to points (1), (2), and (4). But with regard 
to point (3), which obviously is the most important, it limits itself to a rec- 
ommendation the member nations must be free either to accept or to reject 
at their discretion. The appearances of point (1), (2), and (4) are, however, 
deceptive. The interpretative Resolutions, accepted by the Assembly of the 
League in 1921 and generally considered to be authoritative in fact, if not in 
law, have virtually eliminated the compulsory and automatic elements of Ar- 
ticle 16 and have reduced the apparent obligations of the text to mere rec- 





2. In any case under this Article the award of the arbitrators or the judicial decision shall 
be made within a reasonable time, and the report of the Council shall be made within six months 
after the submission of the dispute. 


Article 13 

1. The Members of the League agree that whenever any dispute shall arise between them 
which they recognise to be suitable for submission to arbitration or judicial settlement, and which 
cannot be satisfactorily settled by diplomacy, they will submit the whole subject-matter to arbi- 
tration or judicial settlement. 

2. Disputes as to the interpretation of a treaty, as to any question of international law, as 
to the existence of any fact which, if established, would constitute a breach of any international 
obligation, or as to the extent and nature of the reparation to be made for any such breach, are 
declared to be among those which are generally suitable for submission to arbitration or judicial 
settlement. 

4. For the consideration of any such dispute, the court to which the case is referred shall 
be the Permanent Court of International Justice, established in accordance with Article 14, or 
any tribunal] agreed on by the parties to the dispute or stipulated in any convention existing 
between them. 

4. The members of the League agree that they will carry out in full good faith any award 
or decision that may be rendered, and that they will not resort to war against a Member of the 
League which complies therewith. In the event of any failure to carry out such an award or 
decision, the Council shail propose what steps should be taken to give effect thereto. 


Article 15 

1. If there should arise between Members of the League any dispute likely to lead to a 
rupture, which is not submitted to arbitration or judicial settlement in accordance with Article 
13, the Members of the League agree that they will submit the matter to the Council. Any party 
to the dispute may effect such submission by giving notice of the existence of the dispute to the 
Secretary-General, who will make all necessary arrangements for a full investigation and consid- 
eration thereof 


2. For this purpose, the parties to the dispute will communicate to the Secretary-General, 
as promptly as possible, statements of their case with all the relevant facts and papers, and the 
Council may forthwith direct the publication thereof. 

3. The Council shall endeavor to effect a settlement of the dispute, and if such efforts are 
successful, a statement shall be made public giving such facts and explanations regarding the 
dispute and the terms of settlement thereof as the Council may deem appropriate. 

4. If the dispute is not thus settled, the Council either unanimously or by a majority vote 
shall make and publish a report containing a statement of the facts of the dispute and the rec- 
ommendations which are deemed just and proper in regard thereto. 

5S. Any Member of the League ted on the Council may make public a statement 
of the facts of the dispute and of its conclusions regarding the same. 

6. If a report by the Council is unanimously agreed to by the members thereof other than 
the Representatives of one or more of the parties to the dispute, the Members of the League 
agree that they will not go to war with any party to the dispute which complies with the recom- 
mendations of the report. 
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ommendations supported by nothing but the moral authority of the Council 
of the League.’ 

First of all, the Resolutions, in contrast to the apparent purport of Article 
16, establish the individualized, decentralized character of the League sanc- 
tions by declaring it to be the duty of each individual member nation to de- 
cide for itself whether a violation of international law has been committed and 
whether, therefore, Article 16 ought to apply at all. Furthermore, as inter- 
preted by the Resolutions, point (1) authorizes the members of the League to 
resort to war with the lawbreaking state, but does not create, as the literal 
meaning would indicate, a legal obligation in this respect. As regards points 
(2) and (4), the Resolutions leave to the individual nations the decision as to 
what measures they want to take against the lawbreaker and in support of 
each other. The Council acts as a mere co-ordinating agency with the power 
to make recommendations as to what measures ought to be taken, at what 
time, and by what nations, but without authority to bind the individual mem- 
bers against their will. 





7. If the Council fails to reach a report which is unanimously agreed to by the members 
thereof, other than the Representatives of one or more of the parties to the dispute, the Members 
of the League reserve to themselves the right to take such action as they shall consider necessary 
for the maintenance of right and iustice. 

8. If the dispute between the parties is claimed by one of them, and is found by the 
Council, to arise out of a matter which by international law is solely within the domestic jurisdic- 
tion of that party, the Council shall so report, and shall make no recommendation as to its settle- 
ment. 

8. The Council may in any case under this Article refer the dispute to the Assembly. The 


Assembly, provided that a report made by the Assembly, if concurred in by the Representatives 
of those Members of the League represented on the Council and of a majority of the other 
Members of the League, exclusive in each case of the Representatives of the parties to the 
dispute, shal] have the same force as a report by the Council concurred in by all the members 
thereof other than the Representatives of one or more of the parties to the dispute. 


*The relevant Resolutions read as follows: 

3. The unilateral action of the defaulting State cannot create a state of war: it merely enti- 
tles the other Members of the League to resort to acts of war or to declare themselves in a state 
of war with the covenant-breaking State; but ft is in accordance with the t of the Covenant 
that the League of Nations should attempt, at least at the outset, to a war, and to restore 
peace by economic pressure. 

4. It is the duty of each Member of the League to decide for itself whether a breach of the 
Covenant has been committed. The fulfilment of their duties under Article 16 is required from 
Members of the League by the express terms of the Covenant, and they cannot neglect them 


the effective application of the economic sanctions laid down in Article 16, such postponement 
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In sum, while the obligation to take action under Article 16 remains de- 
centralized, the actions decided upon by the individual nations are to be ex- 
ecuted under the centralized direction of the Council of the League. The 
Resolutions take a forward step in centralizing the technique of enforcement 
action decided upon by a number of individual nations. But, with respect to 
the compulsory and automatic character of the enforcement action, they fulfill 
the same function that reservations perform for compulsory adjudication and 
that exceptions and qualifications perform for treaties of guaranty——they re- 
duce to the vanishing point the compulsory character of what purports to be 
a legal obligation. 

The reformulation of Article 16 by the Assembly Resolutions amounts to 
the reaffirmation of the decentralized character of law enforcement. The prac- 
tice of the League of Nations demonstrates the reluctance of the member 
nations to avail themselves of even the limited opportunities for the central- 
ized execution of sanctions which the reformulated Article 16 offers. Collec- 
tive measures of enforcement under Article 16 were applied in only one of 
the five cases in which undoubtedly a member of the League resorted to war 
‘ in violation of the Covenant. With regard to the Sino-Japanese conflict that 
started in 1931, the Assembly of the League of Nations found unanimously 
that “without any declaration of war, part of the Chinese territory has been 
forcibly seized and occupied by the Japanese troops,”® and that far-flung hos- 
tilities, initiated by Japan, had taken place between troops of the Chinese and 
Japanese governments. Yet the Assembly found also that Japan had not re- 
sorted to war in violation of the Covenant and that, therefore, Article 16 did 
not apply. 

In 1934, during the Chaco War of 1932—35, when Paraguay continued 
hostilites against Bolivia in violation of the Covenant, many members of the 





10. It is not possible to decide beforehand, and in detail, the various measures of an eco- 
nomic, commercial and financial nature to be taken in each case where economic pressure is to 
be applied. When the case arises, the Council] shall recommend to the Members of the League 
a plan for joint action. 

ll. The interruption of diplomatic relations may, in the first place, be limited to the with- 
drawal of the heads of Missions. 

12. Consular relations may possibly be maintained. 

13. For the purposes of the severance of relations between persons belonging to the cove- 
nant-breaking State and persons belonging to other States Members of the League, the test shall 
be residence and not nationality. 

14. In cases of prolonged application of economic pressure, measures of increasing strin- 
gency may be taken. The cutting off of the food supplies of the civil population of the defaulting 
State shall be regarded as an extremely drastic measure which shall only be applied if the other 
measures available are clearly inadequate. 

15. Correspondence and all other methods of communications shall be subjected to special 
regulations. 

16. Humanitarian relations shal] be continued. 

For the complete text, see League of Nations Official Journal, Special Supplement No.8 
(October 1921), pp. 24 ff. 

“League of Nations Assembly Report on the Sino-Japanese Dispute,” American Journal of 
International Law, Vol. 27 (1933), Supplement, p. 146. 
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League limited the arms embargo, originally imposed upon both belligerents, 
to Paraguay. This was a discriminatory measure falling far short of the spirit 
and the letter of the first paragraph of Article 16. When Japan, which by then 
had resigned from the League, invaded China in 1937, the Assembly found 
that Japan had violated the Nine Power Treaty of 1922 and the Briand-Kellogg 
Pact, that Article 16 was applicable, and that the members of the League had 
the right to take enforcement measures individually under that provision. No 
such measures were ever taken. When the Soviet Union went to war with 
Finland in 1939, it was expelled from the League by virtue of Article 16, 
paragraph 4, but no collective action of enforcement was taken against it. 

In contrast to these cases, the Assembly found in 1935 that the invasion 
of Ethiopia by Italy constituted resort to war within the meaning and in vio- 
lation of the Covenant and that, therefore, Article 16, paragraph 1, was to 
apply. In consequence, collective economic sanctions against Italy were de- 
cided upon and applied. Yet the two measures, provided for by Article 16, 
paragraph 1, that offered the best chance of making international law prevail 
under the circumstances and that in all probability would have compelled 
Italy to desist from its attack upon Ethiopia—namely, an embargo on oil ship- 
ments to Italy and the closure of the Suez Canal—were not taken. “How- 
ever,” as Sir H. Lauterpacht puts it, “although the sanctions of Article 16, 
paragraph 1, were formally put into operation and although an elaborate ma- 
chinery was set up with a view to their successive and gradual enforcement, 
the nature of the action taken was such as to suggest that the repressive mea- 
sures were being adopted as a manifestation of moral reprobation rather than 
as an effective means of coercion.” 

One can, therefore, sum up the attempts at establishing a centralized 
system of law enforcement under Article 16 of the Covenant by saying that in 
most of the cases that would have justified the application of sanctions, sanc- 
tions were not applied at all. In the sole case in which they were applied, 
they were applied in such an ineffective fashion as virtually to assure both 
their failure and the success of the recalcitrant state. 


Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations 

Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, comprising Articles 
39—51, constitutes the counterpart to Article 16 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations as the attempt to overcome the weakness of a decentralized 
system of international law enforcement. As such, it takes a long step toward 
the establishment of a centralized law-enforcement agency. Articles 39, 41, 
and 42 of the Charter, which are the heart of the United Nations system of 
law enforcement, go far beyond anything that either the Covenant of the 
League of Nations or any other provision of international law has contem- 


*Oppenheim-Lauterpacht, International Law (6th ed., 1944), Vol.II, pp. 139-40. (Reprinted 
by permission of Longmans, Green & Co., Inc.) 
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plated. They are, however, subject to three important qualifications and ex- 
ceptions which, as we shall see, limit and under certain conditions even nul- 
lify the centralization of law enforcement for which the text of those articles 
provides. 

The Covenant of the League of Nations leaves it to the individual nations 
to decide whether the Covenant has been violated. Resolution 4, interpreting 
Article 16 of the Covenant, reads: “It is the duty of each member of the 
League to decide for himself whether a breach of the Covenant has been 
committed.” According to Resolution 6 the Council of the League renders no 
decision in this matter, but only a recommendation with nothing more than 
moral authority. In contrast, Article 39 of the Charter of the United Nations 
reads: “The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to 
the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall . . . decide 
what measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 4] and 42 to main- 
tain or restore international peace and security.” It is the Security Council, 
and not the individual member states, that decides authoritatively in what 
situations measures of enforcement are to be taken. Such a decision is not a 
‘recommendation whose execution depends upon the discretion of the individ- 
ual member states, but is binding upon the latter, which in Article 25 of the 
Charter “agree to accept and carry out the decisions of the Security Council 
in accordance with the present Charter.” 

The same kind of binding, authoritative decision on the part of the Se- 
curity Council determines the enforcement action to be applied in a particular 
case, and here again the discretion of the individual member states does not 
enter into the picture at all. With respect to economic sanctions dealt with in 
Article 41, the Security Council may “decide” and “call upon” the members 
to comply with its decisions. With respect to military sanctions, provided for 
in Article 42, the Security Council “may take. . . action.” In order to make 
military action on the part of the Security Council possible, Article 43 imposes 
upon the member states the obligation “to make available to the Security 
Council . . . armed forces, assistance, and facilities . . . necessary for the 
purpose of maintaining international peace and security,” and Article 45 em- 
phasizes this obligation especially with respect to air force contingents “for 
combined international enforcement action.” These obligations are to be dis- 
charged by way of agreements between the member states and the Security 
Council. The agreements shall determine “the numbers and types of forces, 
their degree of readiness and general location, and the nature of the facilities 
and assistance to be provided.” 

These agreements present the sole decentralized element in the enforce- 
ment scheme of Chapter VII of the Charter; for, by refusing to agree to more 
than a modest contribution to the military effort of the Security Council, a 
nation is in a position to limit correspondingly its subsequent obligations un- 
der the decisions of the Security Council. Or by withholding agreement alto- 
gether, it may evade completely the obligation to partake in military enforce- 
ment actions decided upon by the Security Council. In other words, the 
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military factor of the enforcement mechanism of Chapter VII can be put into 
existence and operation only on condition that the individual member states 
agree individually to allow it to exist and operate. Once the military contin- 
gents have been created by individual agreements, the Security Council 
reigns supreme, and the discretionary power of the contracting nations has 
come to an end, at least within the limits of the law of the Charter. 

Actually the member states are still able, even after the conclusion of the 
agreements, to refuse, in violation of their obligation under Article 43, to 
heed the “call” of the Security Council and to make available to it the contin- 
gents and military facilities agreed upon. They can thus make the Security 
Council powerless to act. This, however, would be a kind of “mutiny” and as 
such an illegal act, the possibility of which all military establishments must 
take into account. Unlike other military establishments, however, the military 
establishment of the United Nations faces the possibility of not coming into 
existence at all if the subjects of the law do not take it upon themselves 
through voluntary agreements to bring it into existence. 

The provisions of the Charter relative to military measures of law en- 
forcement have thus far remained a dead letter, since no agreement under 
Article 43 has been concluded. In consequence, Article 106 of the Charter 
applies. This article provides that in the absence of such agreements the 
United States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, China, and France shall “con- 
sult with one another and as occasion requires with other members of the 
United Nations with a view to such joint action on behalf of the organization 
as may be necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and 
security.” With this the Charter of the United Nations reverts to the decen- 
tralization of the use of force to be found in Article 16 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations and in common international law. Thus the will of the 
individual states—that is, decentralization—which we found at the foundation - 
of international law with regard to legislation and adjudication, is at present 
still of the essence of law enforcement, in so far as the existence of the mili- 
tary establishment of the United Nations and, in its absence, the use of force 
in defense of the Charter are concerned. 

This qualification of the enforcement system of Chapter VII of the 
Charter of the United Nations is not necessarily of an organic nature, for it 
will automatically become immaterial if and when the agreements of which 
Article 43 speaks will have been concluded. The Charter contains, however, 
two provisions of a different character. Their operation is not dependent upon 
a contingency such as the one envisaged by Article 106. They limit the oper- 
ation of the enforcement system of Chapter VII necessarily and permanently. 
One is Article 51, and the other is to be found in Article 27, paragraph 3. 

Article 51 stipulates that “nothing in the present Charter shall impair the 
inherent right of individual or collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs 
against a member of the United Nations.” Individual self-defense as the right, 
in the absence of the law-enforcement agent of the state, to meet an attack 
with commensurate force is an exception to centralized law enforcement, in- 


—_ 
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herent in all legal systems, domestic or international. It would limit the law- 
enforcement mechanism of the United Nations even though it were not ex- 
pressly recognized by Article 51. Collective self-defense, on the other hand, 
is a newcomer to legal terminology and might even be considered a contra- 
diction in terms. What Article 51 obviously aims at is the recognition of the 
right of any nation, whether directly attacked or not, to come to the aid of 
any nation that has been so attacked. This is, however, tantamount to the 
reaffirmation of the traditional principle of common international law: it is for 
the injured nation to enforce international law against the law breaker, and 
that nation can rely only upon the voluntary co-operation of other nations to 
make international law prevail. In so far as a violation of international law 
takes the form of an armed attack, Article 51 reaffirms the decentralization of 
law enforcement, not only for the immediately injured nation but for all other 
nations as well. 

It is true that Article 51 subjects this reaffirmation to three qualifications. 
They are, however, of a verbal rather than a substantive nature. First, the 
right of collective self-defense shall remain unimpaired only “until the Secu- 
‘rity Council] has taken the measures necessary to maintain international peace 
and security.” Second, measures taken in collective self-defense have to be 
reported immediately to the Security Council. And, third, such measures 
shall not affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council to take 
appropriate action itself. 

While the second qualification is obviously redundant, since it will du- 
plicate the information that the Security Council must have already received 
through press, radio, and ordinary diplomatic channels, the other two quali- 
fications are, in view of the situations likely to occur, virtually devoid of prac- 
tical importance. An armed attack of A against B, to whose assistance C, D, 
and E come with their air, land, and naval forces, confronts the Security 
Council, especially under the conditions of modern warfare, with an accom- 
plished fact to which it must adapt its enforcement measures. Air attacks will 
have been executed, battles will have been fought, territories will have been 
occupied, that is to say, a full-fledged war will have started by virtue of the 
right of collective self-defense. The Security Council, far from being able to 
stop that war and substitute for it its own enforcement measures, can only 
participate in it on terms that wil! necessarily be subordinated to the strategy 
of the individual belligerent states already engaged in full-scale hostilities. 
Once started as a measure of collective self-defense, a coalition war may re- 
ceive the legal and political blessings and the active support of the United 
Nations. But it will hardly lose its initial character and be transformed into an 
enforcement action under the actual guidance of the Security Council. 


The Veto 

The real crux of the enforcement system of the United Nations, affecting 
every action to be taken by the Security Council under the provisions of 
Chapter VII, is Article 27, paragraph 3, of the Charter. It stipulates that “de- 
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cisions of the Security Council . . . shall be made by an affirmative vote of 
nine members including the concurring votes of the permanent members.” 
The permanent members, according to Article 23, are China, France, Great 
Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States. This means that the consent 
of all five permanent members is needed for putting the enforcement ma- 
chinery of Chapter VII into effect. Dissent by one of the permanent members 
is sufficient to make the execution of any enforcement measure impossible 
even when all the other fourteen members of the Security Council have con- 
sented. In other words, each of the permanent members has a veto with 
regard to any enforcement measure to be taken in pursuance of Chapter VII 
of the Charter. 

Thus the veto reintroduces into the system of law enforcement of the 
United Nations the principle of decentralization by making the operation of 
the system dependent upon the will of each of the permanent members. The 
provisions of Chapter VII which, as we have seen, constitute in themselves 
an important step toward the centralization of law enforcement, must be read 
in the light of Article 27, paragraph 3, which deprives them of much of their 
centralizing effect. More particularly, it incapacitates them for the perfor- 
mance of the function that concerns us here above all; namely, the imposition 
of effective restraints upon the struggle for power on the international scene. 
Three consequences of the veto are in this respect especially worthy of note. 

First of all, the veto eliminates any possibility of centralized measures of 
law enforcement being applied against any of the permanent members. A 
permanent member as the prospective victim of such enforcement measures 
would simply veto the determination, required of the Security Council by 
Article 39, that “any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggres- 
sion” exists and that, therefore, any legal grounds exist for the application of 
enforcement measures. Even the raising of the issue of such measures would — 
thus be precluded. 

Second, if in view of Article 27, paragraph 3, the Security Council is 
capable at al] of putting the enforcement machinery of the Charter into op- 
eration, it can do so only with regard to small and medium powers, that is, 
those which are not among the permanent members of the Security Council 
and, hence, cannot make centralized enforcement measures impossible 
through the veto. Yet, in view of the veto of the great powers, such measures 
will be applied even against the small and medium powers only under ex- 
traordinary circumstances. As international politics is constituted today, many 
of the smal] and medium powers are intimately aligned with one or the other 
of the great powers that dominate the international scene. They are unlikely 
to commit a breach of international law calling for enforcement measures un- 
der Chapter VII of the Charter without the encouragement or, at least, the 
approval of the great power with which they are aligned. Even without such 
alignment, any change in the status quo between two small nations anywhere 
in the world will have direct repercussions upon the relative power positions 
of the great powers that are the permanent members of the Security Council. 
The global political and military strategy of our time makes this inevitable. 
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Whether or not these permanent members will give their unanimous 
consent to enforcement measures against a medium or small nation will de- 
pend, therefore, not so much upon questions of international law as upon the 
power relations among the permanent members. If the latter are not pitted 
against each other in actual power contests, they might agree upon central- 
ized enforcement measures. For, then, they can envisage with relative equan- 
imity any future change in the power relations between the two quarreling 
nations. Whenever, on the other hand, two or more permanent members are 
actively engaged in the competition for power and, hence, when such en- 
forcement measures will have a direct bearing upon their power positions, 
the unanimous consent of the permanent members will be impossible to ob- 
tain. By consenting to enforcement measures, at least one permanent mem- 
ber will weaken its own power position by weakening that of its friend and 
ally; that is, the prospective object of enforcement measures. That permanent 
member would have to take a stand against what it considers its own national 
interest. Such an eventuality must, of course, be discounted. In any event, 

putting into operation the centralized enforcement measures of Chapter VII 
' depends upon the discretion of the permanent members of the Security 
Council, acting as individuals. The centralization of law enforcement, in large 
measure achieved by Chapter VII, is, therefore, largely nullified by Article 
27, paragraph 3. 

Finally, the veto eliminates for all practical purposes the qualifications by 
which Article 51 endeavors to subordinate the right of collective self-defense 
to the centralized enforcement system of Chapter VII. For it is hard to envis- 
age a case of collective military action by a number of nations in which not at 
least one of the permanent members of the Security Council is involved on 
one or the other side. Under such circumstances, however, the requirement 
of unanimity of the permanent members according to Article 27, paragraph 3, 
either prevents the Security Council from taking any action, in which case 
the decentralized measures of self-defense will prevail as though the United 
Nations did not exist, or else vouchsafes the approval by the Security Council 
of the decentralized measures taken. In either case, the threat or the actuality 
of the veto will make it impossible for the Security Council to take centralized 
enforcement measures independently in the presence of decentralized mea- 
sures already taken. 

The picture that the Charter of the United Nations presents is, therefore, 
different from common international law only in its legal potentialities, hardly 
to be realized under present world conditions, but not in the actual operation 
of its system of law enforcement. The most important task of any such system 
is the imposition of effective restraints upon the struggle for power. This task 
the United Nations is incapable of performing at all where the need for its 
performance is greatest; that is, with respect to the great powers. For Article 
27, paragraph 3, of the Charter puts the great powers beyond the reach of 
any enforcement action to be taken under the Charter. In so far as the other 
nations are concerned, Articles 51 and 106 of the Charter operate as far-reach- 
ing reservations upon the general obligations under Articles 39, 41, and 42. 
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The general political situation, as it affects the relations among the permanent 
members of the Security Council, in conjunction with Article 27, paragraph 
3, militates against the latter's taking effective action in the field of law en- 
forcement. 


The “Uniting for Peace” Resolution 

These weaknesses of the United Nations system of collective security 
were made obvious by their application to the aggression of North Korea 
against South Korea in June 1950. The Security Council was able to apply the 
collective security provisions of the Charter against North Korea only by vir- 
tue of the fact that the Soviet Union had absented itself temporarily from that 
body and, hence, could not veto the relevant resolutions. With the return of 
the Soviet Union to the Security Council, the General Assembly was called 
upon to carry the burden of organizing the collective action of the United 
Nations. The functions of the General Assembly with regard to measures of 
collective security are limited by Articles 10 and 18 of the Charter to making 
recommendations to the member states by a two-thirds majority. It is the 
nature of a recommendation to leave it to the discretion of the addressee 
whether or not he wishes to follow it. Hence, measures of collective security, 
taken by virtue of such recommendations, are completely decentralized. 

The experience of the Korean War made most members of the United 
Nations aware of the impotence of the Security Council—permanent under 
present world conditions—to discharge its functions as an agency of collective 
security. Whatever measures of collective security the United Nations would 
be able to take in the future would have to be taken by the General Assem- 
bly. In consequence, in November 1950, the General Assembly passed the 
so-called Uniting for Peace Resolution, which attempts to strengthen the 
General Assembly as the principal agency for the organization of collective 
security. Its five main features are: 

(1) A provision that the General Assembly can meet in twenty-four hours 
if the Security Council is prevented by the veto from exercising its primary 
responsibility for international peace and security. 

(2) A provision that in such cases the General Assembly can make rec- 
ommendations to member states for collective measures, including the use of 
armed forces. 

(3) A recommendation that each member state maintain within its na- 
tional armed forces elements that could promptly be made available for pos- 
sible service as United Nations units. 

(4) The establishment of a Peace Observation Commission to observe and 
report in any area where international tension exists. 

(5S) The creation of the Collective Measures Committee to study and re- 
port on the ways and means to strengthen international peace and security in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. 

The Collective Measures Committee has periodically reported to the 
General Assembly, which in turn has passed resolutions approving the work 
of the Committee and calling the attention of the member states to it. _ 
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In view of the fact that the General Assembly has the right only to rec- 
ommend, but not to order action on the part of the member states, the “Unit- 
ing for Peace” Resolution and the work of the Collective Measures Committee 
can only have the purpose of strengthening the willingness and ability of the 
member states to take speedy and effective action, in case the General Assem- 
bly should recommend such action. Thus it is natural that the Collective Mea- 
sures Committee has concerned itself primarily with the stimulation of mea- 
sures by the individual member states, the co-ordination of such measures, 
and their support with advice and supplementary measures by the Specialized 
Agencies of the United Nations. 

The “Uniting for Peace” Resolution and the Collective Measures Com- 
mittee, then, in view of the constitutional limitation under which they oper- 
ate, cannot attempt to modify the decentralized character of the law-enforce- 
ment measures the General Assembly may recommend to the member states. 
The member states remain as free as they ever were to comply or not to 
comply with these recommendations as they see fit. That decentralization 
forms the very constitutional foundation upon which the “Uniting for Peace” 
' Resolution is based and upon which the Collective Measures Committee op- 
erates. The Resolution and the Committee ratify, as it were, that decentrali- 
zation and endeavor to make decentralized enforcement actions as effective as 
such decentralized actions can be.' 

In actuality the enforcement of international law remains, therefore, just 
as decentralized under the Charter of the United Nations as we found it to 
be under the Covenant of the League of Nations and in common international 
law. Wherever an attempt has been made to give international law the effec- 
tiveness of a centralized legal system, reservations, qualifications, and the 
general political conditions under which nations must act in the modern state 
system have nullified the legal obligations entered into for the purpose of 
establishing centralized functions. 

No concerted efforts have been made to reform the legislative function 
of international law. But successive attempts have been made to reform the 
judicial and executive function. Against each such attempt the decentralized 
character of international law has reasserted itself. Decentralization, then, 
seems to be of the essence of international law itself. And the basic principle 
that makes decentralization inevitable is to be found in the principle of sov- 


ereignty. 


‘See, however, on the political transformation mitigating decentralization, pages 507 ff. 
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Sovereignty 


THE GENERAL NATURE OF SOVEREIGNTY 


Denunciation of the principle of sovereignty by those who realize the intimate 
connection between that principle and the weakness of a decentralized system 
of international law occurs much more frequently than does a serious en- 
deavor to comprehend its nature and the function it performs for the modern 
state system. In consequence, despite the brilliant efforts of a few outstanding 
scholars, there is much confusion about the meaning of the term, and about 
what is and what is not compatible with the sovereignty of a particular nation. 

The modern conception of sovereignty was first formulated in the latter 
part of the sixteenth century with reference to the new phenomenon of the 
territorial state. It referred in legal terms to the elemental political fact of that 
age—the appearance of a centralized power that exercised its lawmaking and - 
law-enforcing authority within a certain territory. This power, vested at that 
time primarily, but not necessarily, in an absolute monarch, was superior to 
the other forces that made themselves felt in that territory. In the span of a 
century, it became unchallengeable either from within the territory or from 
without. In other words, it had become supreme. 

By the end of the Thirty Years’ War, sovereignty as supreme power over 
a certain territory was a political fact, signifying the victory of the territorial 
princes over the universal authority of emperor and pope, on the one hand, 
and over the particularistic aspirations of the feudal barons, on the other. The 
inhabitant of France found that nobody but the royal power could give him 
orders and enforce them. This experience of the individual French citizen was 
duplicated by the experience of the king of England or the king of Spain; that 
is to say, the supreme authority of the French king within French territory 
precluded them from exerting any authority of their own within that territory 
save by leave of the French king himself or by defeating him in war. But if 
the king of England and the king of Spain had no power in France, they had 
exclusive power in their own territories. 
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These political facts, present in the experience of the contemporaries, 
could not be explained by the medieval theory of the state. The doctrine of 
sovereignty elevated these political facts into a legal theory and thus gave 
them both moral approbation and the appearance of legal necessity. The mon- 
arch was now supreme within his territory not only as a matter of political fact 
but also as a matter of law. He was the sole source of man-made law—that is, 
of all positive law—but he was not himself subject to it. He was above the 
law, legibus solutus. His powers were, however, not limitless, for he re- 
mained bound by the divine law as it revealed itself in his conscience and as 
it was manifested in human reason as natural law. 

The doctrine of sovereignty has retained its importance throughout the 
modern period of history, and in the conception of popular sovereignty it has 
provided the national democratic state with a potent political weapon. Yet it 
has also been subject to reinterpretations, revisions, and attacks, especially in 
the field of international law. The source of these doubts and difficulties lies 
in the apparent logical incompatibility of two assumptions that are of the es- 
_sence of modern international law: the assumption that international law im- 
poses legal restraints upon the individual nations and the assumption that 
these very same nations are sovereign—that is, the supreme law-creating and 
law-enforcing authorities—but not themselves subject to legal restraints. In 
truth, however, sovereignty is incompatible only with a strong and effective, 
because centralized, system of international law. It is not at all inconsistent 
with a decentralized, and hence weak and ineffective, international legal or- 
der. For national sovereignty is the very source of that decentralization, weak- 
ness, and ineffectiveness. 

International law is a decentralized legal order in a dual sense. In the 
first place, its rules are, as a matter of principle, binding only upon those 
nations which have consented to them. In the second place, many of the rules 
that are binding by virtue of the consent given are so vague and ambiguous 
and so qualified by conditions and reservations as to allow the individual na- 
tions a very great degree of freedom of action whenever they are called 
upon to comply with a rule of international law. While the latter type of 
decentralization puts its imprint upon the judicial and executive functions of 
international law, the former is of paramount importance in the field of leg- 
islation. 

Only a relatively small number of rules of international law do not owe 
their existence to the consent of the members of the international community. 
They are either the logical precondition for the existence of any legal system, 
such as rules of interpretation and rules providing sanctions, or they are the 
logical precondition for the existence of a multiple-state system, such as the 
rules delimiting the jurisdiction of individual states. Rules of this kind are 
binding upon all states, regardless of their consent, and might be called the 
common or necessary international law, the jus necessarium of the modern 
state system. Their binding force does not affect the sovereignty of the indi- 
vidual nations. Indeed, it makes sovereignty as a legal concept possible. For 
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without the mutual respect for the territorial jurisdiction of the individual 
nation, and without the legal enforcement of that respect, international law 
and a state system based on it could obviously not exist. 

Aside from these few common and necessary rules of international law, 
each individual nation is the highest lawgiving authority, in so far as the rules 
of international law binding upon it are concerned. No rules of international 
law are binding upon it but those it has created for itself through its consent. 
There is no lawgiving authority above it, for there is no state or group of states 
which can legislate for it. The decentralization of the legislative function in 
international law is, therefore, nothing but the principle of sovereignty as 
applied to the problem of legislation. 

What holds true for the legislative function, with the sole qualification 
just mentioned, applies absolutely to the judicial and executive functions. The 
individual nation remains the supreme authority for deciding whether and 
under what conditions to submit a dispute to international adjudication, and 
no other nation can summon it before an international court without its con- 
sent. Where such consent is given in a general form, reservations make it 
generally possible to evade the jurisdiction of an international court in a con- 
crete case without violating international law. Here again, decentralization of 
international adjudication is but another term for national sovereignty in re- 
spect to the judicial function. 

In discussing sovereignty in the field of law enforcement, two situations 
must be distinguished. The sovereignty of the nation as law-enforcing agent 
is identical with sovereignty in the judicial field; that is, the ultimate decision 
as to whether and how to engage in a law-enforcing action lies with the indi- 
vidual nation. On the other hand, the sovereignty of the nation as the in- 
tended object of a law-enforcing action manifests itself in what is called the 
“impenetrability” of the nation. This is another way of saying that on a given | 
territory only one nation can have sovereignty—supreme authority—and that 
no other state has the right to perform governmental acts on its territory 
without its consent. In consequence, all enforcement actions provided for by 
international law, short of war, are limited to the exercise of pressure upon 
the recalcitrant government—such as diplomatic protests, intervention, re- 
prisal, blockade—all of which leave intact the territorial sovereignty of the 
lawbreaking nation. War as the extreme form of law enforcement under inter- 
national law is the only exception to that rule; for it is of the very essence 
of war to penetrate the territory of the enemy while safeguarding the 
“impenetrability” of one’s own, and international law allows the occupying na- 
tion to exercise sovereign rights in the foreign territory occupied by its mili- 
tary force. 

As the complete decentralization of the legislative, judicial, and executive 
functions is but so many manifestations of sovereignty, so are three other 
principles of international law synonymous with the concept of sovereignty 
and, indeed, the outgrowth of that concept. These principles are indepen- 
dence, equality, and unanimity. 
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SYNONYMS OF SOVEREIGNTY: INDEPENDENCE, 
EQUALITY, UNANIMITY 


Independence signifies the particular aspect of the supreme authority of the 
individual nation which consists in the exclusion of the authority of any other 
nation. The statement that the nation is the supreme authority—that is, sov- 
ereign within a certain territory—logically implies that it is independent and 
that there is no authority above it. Consequently, each nation is free to man- 
age its internal and external affairs according to its discretion, in so far as it is 
not limited by treaty or what we have earlier called common or necessary 
international law. The individual nation has the right to give itself any consti- 
tution it pleases, to enact whatever laws it wishes regardless of their effects 
upon its own citizens, and to choose any system of administration. It is free 
to have whatever kind of military establishment it deems necessary for the 
purposes of its foreign policy—which, in turn, it is free to determine as it 
sees fit. 

As independence is, in the absence of treaty stipulations to the contrary, 
a necessary quality of all nations, so the duty to respect that independence is 
a necessary rule of international law. Unless it is abrogated by treaties, this 
rule prohibiting intervention is addressed to all nations. In 1931, the League 
of Nations intervened against a treaty between Germany and Austria estab- 
lishing a customs union. This intervention could be justified only by certain 
treaty stipulations in which Austria had taken it upon itself to do nothing that 
might jeopardize its independence. In the absence of such special obligations 
by which Austria itself had limited its freedom of action, it would have been 
free to conclude whatever treaties it pleased with whatever parties it chose. 
In view of the purposes of our discussion, it is important to recognize not only 
the absence, in common international law, of any limitations upon the foreign 
policies of individual nations, but the positive duty, imposed upon all nations 
by common international law, not to interfere in the conduct of the foreign 
affairs of all other nations. 

Equality, too, is nothing but a synonym for sovereignty, pointing to a 
particular aspect of sovereignty. If all nations have supreme authority within 
their territories, none can be subordinated to any other in the exercise of that 
authority. No nation has the right, in the absence of treaty obligations to the 
contrary, to tell any other nation what laws it should enact and enforce, let 
alone to enact and enforce them on the latter's territory. Being sovereign, 
nations cannot be subject to a lawgiving or law-enforcing power operating 
directly on their territory. International law is a law among co-ordinated, not 
subordinated, entities. Nations are subordinated to international law, but not 
to each other; that is to say, they are equal. When, therefore, Article 2 of the 
Charter of the United Nations declares that “the Organization is based on the 
principle of the sovereign equality of all its members,” its redundant language 
emphasizes the importance it attributes to the principle of sovereignty and its 
logical corollary, the principle of equality. 
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From the principle of equality a fundamental rule of international law is 
derived which is responsible for the decentralization of the legislative and, in 
a certain measure, of the law-enforcing function: the rule of unanimity. It 
signifies that with reference to the legislative function all nations are equal, 
regardless of their size, population, and power. In any international confer- 
ence creating new law for the international community, the vote of Panama 
counts as much as the vote of the United States, and the votes of both are 
required to make the new rules of international law binding for both. Were it 
otherwise, a large and powerful nation might be able to use its actual prepon- 
derance in representation to impose legal obligations upon a weak and small 
nation without the latter's consent. The powerful nation would thus make its 
own authority supreme within the territory of the small nation, destroying the 
latter's sovereignty. Under all circumstances, the rule of unanimity gives each 
nation participating in the deliberations the right to decide for itself whether 
it wants to be bound by the decision. Whenever the consent of all participat- 
ing nations is required in order to give legal validity to the decision, each 
nation has a right to veto the decision altogether by voting against the deci- 
sion or withholding its consent. 

The veto, then, in contrast to the strict rule of unanimity, has the effect 
of not only freeing the dissenting nation from any legal obligation under the 
decision, but of stopping the lawgiving or law-enforcing process altogether. 
While the rule of unanimity is a logical consequence of sovereignty, this can- 
not be said of the veto. The rule of unanimity declares: Without my consent 
your decision does not bind me. The veto declares: Without my consent there 
is no decision at all. The veto, in other words, confronts the nations partici- 
pating in the deliberations with the alternative of either agreeing upon a col- 
lective decision adhered to by all, or of having no decision at all. With respect _ 
to this dual function, at once destructive and creative, the veto is more than 
a mere manifestation of sovereignty. Of this more will be said later.! 


WHAT SOVEREIGNTY IS NOT 


After having learned what sovereignty is, we now turn to the discussion of 
what sovereignty is not but is often believed to be. 

1. Sovereignty is not freedom from legal restraint. The quantity of legal 
obligations by which the nation limits its freedom of action does not, as such, 
affect its sovereignty. The often-heard argument that a certain treaty would 
impose upon a nation obligations so onerous as to destroy its sovereignty is, 
therefore, meaningless. It is not the quantity of legal restraints that affects 
sovereignty, but their quality. A nation can take upon itself any quantity of 
legal retraints and still remain sovereign, provided those legal restraints do 
not affect its quality as the supreme lawgiving and law-enforcing authority. 
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1See Chapters 27, 30. _ 
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But one single legal stipulation affecting that authority is in itself sufficient to 
destroy the sovereignty of the nation. 

2. Sovereignty is not freedom from regulation by international law of all 
those matters which are traditionally left to the discretion of the individual 
nations or, as Article 15, paragraph 8, of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations® and Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter of the United Nations put 
it, are within the domestic jurisdiction of the individual nations. The relation 
between the matters international law regulates and those with which it does 
not concern itself is fluid. It depends upon the policies pursued by individual 
nations and upon the development of international law. Therefore it is mis- 
leading to assert, for instance, that the international regulation of the immi- 
gration policies of individual nations would be incompatible with their sover- 
eignty. This would hold true only for international regulations to which the 
nations concerned had not consented beforehand. The conclusion of interna- 
tional treaties concerning matters of immigration would not affect the sover- 
eignty of the contracting nations. 

3. Sovereignty is not equality of rights and obligations under interna- 
‘tional law. Great inequalities in these respects can go hand in hand with sov- 
ereignty. Peace treaties frequently impose heavy disabilities upon the van- 
quished with regard to size and quality of the military establishment, 
armaments, fortifications, reparations, economic policies, and the conduct of 
foreign affairs in general. The defeated nation is not thereby deprived of its 
sovereignty. Germany, Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria remained sovereign 
states despite the one-sided legal obligations with which the peace treaties of 
1919 burdened them. The same peace treaties singled out other nations, such 
as Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Rumania, for special obligations concerning 
the treatment of certain racial and religious minorities among their own sub- 
jects. Rumania, together with Bulgaria, Montenegro, and Serbia, was sub- 
jected to such international obligations by the very treaty that in 1878 recog- 
nized it as a sovereign nation. Frequently nations, having to comply with legal 
obligations of which other nations were free, have invoked the principles of 
sovereignty and equality in order to justify their demands for removal of those 
: legal burdens. The issue in such cases has always been revision of treaties, 
not sovereignty. 

4. Sovereignty is not actual independence in political, military, eco- 
nomic, or technological matters. The actual interdependence of nations in 
those matters and the actual political, military, and economic dependence of 
certain nations upon others may make it difficult or impossible for certain 
nations to pursue independent domestic and foreign policies, but it does not 
normally affect their supreme lawgiving and law-enforcing authority within 
their own territories—that is, their sovereignty. They may be unable, be- 
cause of prevailing actual conditions, to enact and enforce the kinds of laws 


*For the text, see pages 316-19, note 6. 
7On the extreme situation in which sovereignty is thus lost, see pages 338 fff. 
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which they would wish and which more powerful nations are able to enact 
and enforce. But the authority, within the limits of their obligations under 
international law, to enact and enforce the laws they please is not thereby 
abrogated. The actual inequality of nations and their dependence upon each 
other have no relevance for the legal status called sovereignty. Panama is as 
sovereign a nation as the United States, although in the choice of its policies 
and laws it is much more limited than the United States. 


HOW SOVEREIGNTY IS LOST 


Under what conditions, then, does a nation lose its sovereignty? What rules 
of international law and what kinds of international institutions created by 
them are actually incompatible with sovereignty? Where is the line to be 
drawn between legal and actual inequalities which leave sovereignty intact 
and that impairment of a nation’s authority which destroys its independence? 

In theoretical terms, the answer to these questions presents no difficulty. 
Sovereignty is the supreme legal authority of the nation to give and enforce 
the law within a certain territory and, in consequence, independence from 
the authority of any other nation and equality with it under international law. 
Hence, the nation loses its sovereignty when it is placed under the authority 
of another nation, so that it is the latter that exercises supreme authority to 
give and enforce the laws within the former's territory. Sovereignty can thus 
be lost in two different ways. 

A nation may take upon itself legal obligations that give another nation 
final authority over its lawgiving and law-enforcing activities. Nation A will 
lose its sovereignty by conceding to Nation B the right to veto any piece of 
legislation enacted by its own constitutional authorities or any act of law en- | 
forcement to be performed by its own executive agencies. In this case, the 
government of A remains the only lawgiving and law-enforcing authority ac- 
tually functioning within the territory of A, but it is no longer supreme, since 
it is, in turn, subject to the control of the government of B. Through the 
exercise of that control, the government of B becomes the supreme authority 
and, hence, sovereign within the territory of A. 

The other way in which sovereignty can be lost consists in the loss of 
what we have called the “impenetrability” of a nation’s territory. Here the 
government of A is superseded as the lawgiving and law-enforcing authority 
by the government of B which, through its own agents, performs the lawgiv- 
ing and law-enforcing functions within the territory of A. The government of 
A, having lost authority altogether within the territory of A, survives in name 
and in appearances only, while the actual functions of government are per- 
formed by the agents of B. 

Great difficulties, however, beset the application of these abstract stan- 
dards to actual situations and concrete issues. At the root of the perplexities 
that attend the problem of the loss of sovereignty there is the divorce, in 
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contemporary legal and political theory, of the concept of sovereignty from 
the political reality to which that concept is supposed to give legal ex- 
pression. 

Today, no less than when it was first developed in the sixteenth century, 
sovereignty points to a political fact. That fact is the existence of a person or 
a group of persons who, within the limits of a given territory, are more pow- 
erful than any competing person or group of persons and whose power, insti- 
tutionalized as it must be in order to last, manifests itself as the supreme 
authority to enact and enforce legal rules within that territory. Thus the ab- 
solute monarch of the sixteenth and the following centuries was the supreme 
authority—that is, he was sovereign-——within his territory, not as a matter of 
theoretical speculation or legal interpretation, but as a political fact. He was 
more powerful than pope and emperor, on the one hand, and the feudal bar- 
ons, on the other, and therefore he was able to give and enforce laws without 
interference from either. 

Similarly, the federal government is today sovereign within the territory 
of the United States; for there is no supranational authority which could chal- 
‘ lenge its power, nor are there sectional or functional authorities within its 
territory which could think of doing so. This sovereignty, no less than the 
sovereignty of the French monarchy in the sixteenth century, is the result of 
the actual distribution of power in the state. It is, therefore, primarily the 
result of the Union’s victory over the Confederacy in the Civil War. If the 
supreme authority of the federal government within the territory of the 
United States were to be whittled down by political or economic organizations 
strong enough to legislate for themselves and enforce their laws without effec- 
tive control on the part of the federal government, a situation might arise 
similar to the one that confronted the emperor of the Holy Roman Empire 
when at the end of the Middle Ages the territorial states substituted their 
own supreme authority for his. The United States would then split into a 
number of territorial or functional units that would be actually sovereign al- 
though the federal government might still for a time, like the emperor, retain 
the legal attributes and the prestige of the sovereign power. 

Four conclusions follow from the preceding discussion: 

1. The location of sovereignty depends upon a dual test: (a) in what re- 
spects is the government of the state legally controlled by another govern- 
ment? and (b) which government actually performs governmental functions 
within the territory of the state? 

2. The location of sovereignty is a matter of political judgment as well as 
of legal interpretation. ‘ 

3. The location of sovereignty may be in temporary suspense if the actual 
distribution of power within a territory remains unsettled. 


‘Cf. Mr. Justice Holmes in American Banana Co. vs. United Fruit Co., 213 U.S. 347 at 358 
(1909): “. . . sovereignty is pure fact”; and in The Western Maid, 257 U.S. 419 at 432 (1921): 
“Sovereignty is a question of power, and no human power is unlimited.” 
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4. Sovereignty over the same territory cannot reside simultaneously in 
two different authorities; that is, sovereignty is indivisible. 

The analysis, in the light of these four conclusions, of a number of histor- 
ical situations will provide a test for the usefulness of the concept of sover- 
eignty developed in these pages in view of the all-important question as to 
which international obligations are compatible with sovereignty, and which 
are not. 

1. Before the declaration of Indian independence in 1947 the relations 
between the Indian states and Great Britain were regulated by treaties. While 
guaranteeing the internal independence of these states, these treaties gave to 
Great Britain the right to protect them against aggression, the administration 
of their foreign affairs, and the general supervision of their internal adminis- 
tration. Although most of these governments had virtually complete contro! 
within their territories, they were, in turn, completely controlled by the Brit- 
ish government and, therefore, they were not sovereign. Both British and 
Indian courts have so decided. 

2. It is instructive to contrast this situation with the so-called Platt 
Amendment, incorporated into the Treaty of Havana of 1901 between the 
United States and Cuba. The Amendment obligated Cuba not to enter into 
any international treaty impairing its independence or giving control over any 
portion of Cuban territory to any foreign power. Cuba was not to contract any 
public debts that could not be taken care of by its ordinary revenue. It was 
to provide for the sanitation of its cities in order to prevent the recurrence of 
epidemic and infectious diseases. And it was to sell or lease to the United 
States lands necessary for coaling or naval stations at points to be agreed upon 
with the President of the United States. These provisions restricted to an 
unusual degree the discretion of the Cuban government in foreign and do- 
mestic affairs and even obligated it to surrender its sovereignty over certain - 
parts of Cuban territory. But, since they did not substitute the American for 
the Cuban government as the supreme lawgiving and law-enforcing authority 
within the remainder of Cuban territory, these provisions did not affect the 
sovereignty of Cuba as such. 

The situation is not so simple with regard to Article 3 of the Treaty of 
Havana which reads that “. . . the government of Cuba consents that the 
United States may exercise the right to intervene for the preservation of Cu- 
ban independence, the maintenance of a government adequate for the protec- 
tion of life, property, and individual liberty. . . .” This provision gave the 
government of the United States the right to take over the government of 
Cuba and thus to destroy Cuban sovereignty under conditions so general as 
to leave the discretion of the United States in this respect virtually without 
limits. Had the government of the United States chosen to avail itself of this 
right to the fullest extent and to establish its control permanently over the 
government of Cuba, Cuba would have been no more a sovereign state than 
were the Indian states under British domination. Had the United States, on 
the other hand, never made use of the right stipulated in Article 3 of the 
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Treaty of Havana, the sovereignty of Cuba would have remained intact; for 
then the government of Cuba, in its actual lawgiving and law-enforcing oper- 
ations, would have been permanently free from foreign control. It would have 
remained the supreme authority within the national territory, regardless of 
the legal possibility of foreign control. 

Actually, however, the United States availed itself of the right under 
Article 3 of the Treaty of Havana and subjected the Cuban territory to mili- 


was no longer sovereign. Whether or not the government of Cuba regained 
sovereignty immediately after the evacuation of the American troops in 1909 
is a question the answer to which depended upon the evaluation of the future 
political intentions of the United States with respect to Cuba. It could be 
answered unqualifiedly in the affirmative only if the government of the 
United States had made it clear in 1909 that it would abstain in the future 
from making use of Article 3 of the Treaty of Havana. In the absence of such 
a clarification of future intentions, the answer to our question could in 1909 
be derived only from hunches as to what the policy of the United States was 
likely to be. Was the United States likely to pursue a policy of abstention in 
spite of its contractual right to intervene in Cuban affairs? Then sovereignty 
would have reverted to the government of Cuba. Was the United States, on 
the other hand, to be expected to resort to Article 3 of the Treaty of Havana 
in order to decide at least all important differences between itself and Cuba 
in its favor? Then supreme authority within the territory of Cuba would have 
passed to the United States. The question was answered definitely only in the 
Treaty of May 31, 1934, which abrogated Article 3 of the Treaty of Havana 
and re-established without equivocation the sovereignty of the government of 
Cuba. 

Thus the exercise of sovereignty is a political fact, defined and circum- 
scribed in legal terms. Its determination may well depend upon gradual shifts 
in the exercise of political power from one government to another. It is to be 
‘detected through the appraisal of the political situation rather than through 
the interpretation of legal texts.® 

3. We have pointed out above that the quantity of legal obligations by 
which a nation binds itself in its relations with other nations cannot, as such, 
affect its sovereignty. This statement requires elaboration in the light of the 
foregoing discussion. While it is true that a nation cannot lose its sovereignty 
by limiting its freedom of action through the conclusion of a great number of 
international treaties, it will have lost its sovereignty if its freedom of action 
no longer extends to those fundamental lawgiving and law-enforcing functions 


"The value of the criterion developed in the text might well be tested by the analysis of the 
status of such countries as the British Dominions, Egypt, and the Philippines in different periods 
ory. 
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without which no government can under contemporary conditions maintain 
its authority within the national territory. In other words, it is not the quan- 
tity of legal commitments but their influence upon the quality of the govern- 
ment’s political control which determines the issue of sovereignty. 

Effective international control of atomic energy, in view of its actual mil- 
itary and prospective economic and social importance, would make the power 
of the agency exercising the control paramount within the territory of its op- 
eration. As a matter of political fact, such an agency would exercise supreme 
authority within the territory concerned; its control would be supranational 
rather than international. The national governments, however great their au- 
tonomy might be in all fields other than atomic energy, would have lost their 
sovereignty. 

Two historic examples will make that issue clear; the relation between | 
the permanent members of the Security Council and the other member states 
of the United Nations, and the position of the individual nations with regard 
to deviations from the principle of unanimity in international organizations 
other than the Security Council. 


Majority Vote in International Organizations 


It has been said frequently—in view of Article 27, paragraph 3, of the Charter 
of the United Nations—that while the permanent members of the Security 
Council have retained their sovereignty, the other members of the United 
Nations have lost theirs. The text of Article 27, paragraph 3, lends itself to 
such an interpretation; for, in so far as the relations between the permanent 
and the nonpermanent members of the Security Council and between the 
members of the Security Council and the other members of the United Na- 
tions.are concerned, the majority principle replaces the principle of unanim- 
ity. In other words, “an affirmative vote of nine members including the con- 
curring votes of the permanent members” of the Security Council binds all 
members of the Security Council as well as all members of the United Na- 
tions. If such a majority vote could put the instrumentalities of law enforce- 
ment of the individual states at the disposal of the United Nations to be ap- 
plied against any recalcitrant members, then the Security Council would 
indeed have supreme authority over the member states which are not per- 
manent members of the Security Council. It, instead of the governments of 
those states, would be sovereign. While this result is legally possible by virtue 
of Article 27, paragraph 3, in conjunction with Articles 39, 41, 42 of the 
Charter,°® its actual realization depends upon three political conditions; none 
of these exists at present, and all three are not likely to exist simultaneously 
in the foreseeable future. 

First, there must be unanimity as the legal manifestation of political har- 
mony among the five permanent members of the Security Council in order 


ee 


“For the text of these provisions see pages 602-5. - 
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that the Security Council exist at all as an operating law-enforcing agency. 
Second, the military forces that the member states agree, according to Arti- 
cles 43 ff., to put at the disposal of the Security Council must be substantial 
enough to give the forces of the United Nations which would be available at 
any particular point unquestioned superiority over the forces of lawlessness. 
The military forces of the world, in other words, must be so distributed as to 
make the forces of the United Nations stronger than the national forces of any 
single nation or any likely combination of nations. Third, each member state 
must execute its obligations under the Charter, and especially under the mil- 
itary agreements, in good faith. It must sacrifice its national interests to the 
common good of the United Nations as defined by the Security Council. If 
these conditions were realized today or were capable of realization in the 
foreseeable future, one could indeed say that the Charter of the United Na- 
tions had eliminated, or was on its way to eliminate, the national sovereignty 
of those member states which are not permanent members of the Security 
Council. 

Similarly, the contention is frequently advanced that unequal represen- 
tation and majority decision in international agencies are incompatible with 
the sovereignty of the nations concerned. It was this argument that defeated 
all proposals for the establishment of a genuine international court at the two 
Hague Peace Conferences. It was widely used against the United States’s 
joining the League of Nations and the Permanent Court of International Jus- 
tice. Here again so sweeping an assertion needs to be qualified by political 
distinctions. In the light of these distinctions, unequal representation and ma- 
jority rule may or may not be compatible with sovereignty. The answer would 
depend on whether or not this deviation from the rule of unanimity transfers 
supreme authority from the national governments to an international agency. 

Aside from the International Court of Justice, where, as we have seen, 
the principle of unanimity is impossible of realization, a considerable number 
of international agencies, performing legislative, administrative, and executive 
functions, deviate from the principle of equal representation and unanimity. 
The European Communities have provided for unequal representation and 
also in large measure for different kinds of majority votes. Many international 
organizations determine the voting strength of their members on the basis of 
their financial contribution. On that basis the convention establishing the In- 
ternational Institute of Agriculture gave Great Britain twenty-two votes, the 
United States twenty-one, France nineteen, and so on. The international 
agreements creating the International Monetary Fund and the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development correlate voting strength to finan- 
cial contribution. As a result, the United States has in both organizations 
more than a hundred times as many votes as the state with the lowest voting 
strength. Outright provision for majority rule is found in the Universal Postal 
Union, the International Danube Commission, the Food and Agricultural Or- 
ganization, the International Civil Aviation Organization, the Economic and 
Social Council, and the Trusteeship Council of the United Nations. According 
to Article 18 of the Charter of the United Nations, each member of the Gen- 
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eral Assembly shall have one vote, and decisions shall be made by a majority 
of the members present and voting. Decisions on what Article 18, paragraph 
2, calls “important questions” require a two-thirds majority. 

The Security Council, in its composition as well as in its voting proce- 
dure, marks a departure from the principle of equal representation. According 
to Article 27, each member of the Security Council shall have one vote, and 
its decisions on procedural matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of 
nine out of the fifteen members. But their permanent representation, accord- 
ing to Article 23, gives China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and 
the United States an automatic preponderance in the decisions of the Security 
Council over the ten nonpermanent members elected periodically by the 
General Assembly. This preponderance is considerably enhanced by the right 
of the permanent members to veto the nonprocedural decisions of the Secu- 
rity Council according to Article 27, paragraph 3. 

Evaluation of the bearing that these departures from the principle of 
equal representation have upon the sovereignty of the nations concerned 
must again be guided by the criterion of where, in consequence of these 
departures, the supreme lawgiving and law-enforcing authority within the ter- 
ritories of these nations is located. What is decisive in this respect is again 
not how and in how many different matters and organizations a nation is out- 
voted by others, but in what kinds of matters. Here, too, the test is qualita- 
tive, not quantitative. The fact that a nation is under legal obligation to exe- 
cute the majority decision of an international organization with regard to the 
postage on letters in international traffic does not affect its quality as the su- 
preme lawgiving authority within the national territory. The nation has con- 
sented to forgo freedom of action where, by virtue of its sovereignty, free- 
dom of action would exist in the absence of such consent. But it has not 
renounced its sovereignty. 

The nation would have renounced its sovereignty if it had consented to 
submit to the majority vote of an operating international agency such matters 
as amendments to the constitution, declaration of war and conclusion of 
peace, size, composition, and activities of the armed forces, composition of 
the government and financial policies. Then, by virtue of the international 
agreement establishing majority rule, the decisive political power would have 
shifted from the national government to the international agency. It would no 
longer be the national government but the international agency that would 
hold supreme power and, hence, exercise supreme lawgiving and law-enforc- 
ing authority within the national territory. 

It must be obvious from what has been said that nowhere on the contem- 
porary international scene do deviations from the rule of unanimity affect the 
sovereignty of the individual state. International adjudication is surrounded 
by elaborate safeguards that prevent matters of political importance from 
being decided by the majority vote of an international court. The majority 
vote in international administrative organizations is able to dispose of techni- 
cal matters only, matters that have no significance for the distribution of 
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power among national governments or between national governments and in- 
ternational agencies. The majority vote in the General Assembly of the 
United Nations is in the nature of a recommendation and, hence, is not bind- 
ing upon the members. The strict majority decision of the Security Council, 
according to Article 27, paragraph 2, of the Charter, deals only with proce- 
dural matters that can have no bearing upon the supreme authority of the 
member states within their territories. The potentialities for superseding the 
national sovereignties with the sovereignty of the Security Council which are 
legally implicit in Article 27, paragraph 3, are, as has been shown, incapable 
of realization at present or in the foreseeable future. 


IS SOVEREIGNTY DIVISIBLE? 


Our discussion has brought us to the last and perhaps the most important of 
the misunderstandings that have obscured the problem of sovereignty in the 
modern world—the belief that sovereignty is divisible. Elucidation of this 
‘misunderstanding may aid us in assessing the role of sovereignty, and of in- 
ternational law in general, in contemporary international politics. We have 
heard it said time and again that we must “surrender part of our sovereignty" 
to an international organization for the sake of world peace, that we must 
“share” our sovereignty with such an organization, that the latter would have 
“limited sovereignty” while we would keep the substance of it, or vice versa, 
that there are “quasi-sovereign” and “half-sovereign” states. We shall en- 
deavor to show that the conception of a divisible sovereignty is contrary to 
logic and politically unfeasible, but that it is a significant symptom of the 
discrepancy between the actual and pretended relations existing between in- 
ternational law and international politics in the modern state system. 

If sovereignty means supreme authority, it stands to reason that two or 
more entities—persons, groups of persons, or agencies—cannot be sovereign 
within the same time and space. He who is supreme is by logical necessity 
superior to everybody else; he can have no superior above him or equals 
beside him. If the President of the United States is the Commander-in-Chief 
of the armed forces, it is logically absurd to assert that somebody else, say the 
Secretary of Defense, shares with him supreme authority over the armed 
forces. The Constitution might have divided this supreme authority between 
the two officials along functional lines, just as, according to medieval doctrine, 
supreme authority was divided between emperor and pope: the President 
might, then, have supreme authority over the organization and supply of the 
armed forces and the Secretary of Defense over their military operations. If 
this were the actual division of authority and the actual distribution of func- 
tions, nobody would be Commander-in-Chief because nobody would have su- 
preme over-all authority over the armed forces. The office of Commander-in- 
Chief could not logically exist. Either the President commands the armed 
forces with ultimate authority, or somebody else does, or nobody does. These 
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alternatives are logically conceivable, although not all of them, as we shall 
see, are politically feasible. But that the President as well as somebody else 
commands the armed forces with ultimate authority at the same time is both 
logically untenable and politically unfeasible. 

A consideration of the actual political functions fulfilled by the sovereign 
authority within the state will make it clear that sovereignty cannot be divided 
in political actuality. Sovereignty signifies supreme lawgiving and law-enforc- 
ing authority. In other words, that authority within the state is sovereign 
which, in case of dissension among the different lawmaking factors, has the 
responsibility for making the final binding decision and which, in a crisis of 
law enforcement, such as revolution or civil war, has the ultimate responsi- 
bility for enforcing the laws of the land. That responsibility must rest some- 
where—or nowhere. But it cannot be here and there at the same time. As 
Mr. Justice Sutherland said in United States vs. Curtiss Wright Export Cor- 
poration: “A political sovereignty cannot endure without a supreme will 
somewhere. Sovereignty is nowhere held in suspense.” If it rests nowhere— 
and there are constitutions, such as the Constitution of the Fourth French 
Republic, which seemed to assign no place to it—in times of constitutional 
crisis one of the constitutional authorities will usurp that responsibility, as did 
the French army in 1958, or else revolution will invest somebody, a Napoleon 
or a Council of People’s Commissars, with supreme authority to make an end 
to chaos and establish order and peace. If the location of sovereignty seems 
to be held in abeyance because the constitution lends itself to different inter- 
pretations on that point, a struggle, political or military, between the pre- 
tenders to supreme authority will decide the question one way or the other. 
The struggle between our federal government and the states, issuing in a civil 
war that decided the question in favor of the federal government, is a classic 
example of this situation. ) 

The simple truth that a divided sovereignty is logically absurd and polit- 
ically unfeasible was never doubted by the members of the Constitutional 
Convention of 1787, save one.® Those who believed that sovereignty ought to 
be vested in the states as well as those who wanted it to be located in a central 
government were convinced that it must reside either here or there, but 
could not be divided between both. “I hold it for a fundamental point,” wrote 
Madison to Randolph on April 8, 1787, “that an individual independence of 
the states is utterly irreconcilable with the idea of an aggregate sovereignty.”” 
“We have been told,” declared James Wilson on the floor of the Convention, 
“that, each state being sovereign, all are equal. So each man is actually a 
sovereign over himself, and all men are therefore naturally equal. Can he 
retain his equality when he becomes a member of a civil government? He 


72999 U.S. 304 at 316, 317 (1936). 

"The exception is Dr. William S. Johnson. See Debates on the Adoption of the Federal Con- 
stitution, Vol. V of Elliot's Debates (Washington, 1845), p. 221. 

*‘thid., p. 107. 
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cannot. As little can a sovereign state, when it becomes a member of a federal 
government. If New Jersey will not part with her sovereignty, it is vain to 
talk of government.”! In the words of Hamilton: “Two sovereignties cannot 
co-exist within the same limits.”” The same point was made later by John C. 
Calhoun in defense of the sovereignty of the states. “But how sovereignty 
itself—the supreme power—can be divided—how the people of the several 
States can be partly sovereign and partly not sovereign—partly supreme, and 
partly not supreme, it is impossible to conceive. Sovereignty is an entire 
thing;—to divide, is,—to destroy it.”* “In spite of all that has been said, I 
maintain that sovereignty is in its nature indivisible. It is the supreme power 
in a State, and we might just as well speak of half a square or half of a triangle, 
as of half a sovereignty. It is a gross error to confound the exercise of sover- 
eign powers with sovereignty itself, or the delegation of such powers with 
surrender of them.” 

It was Madison, however, who put his finger on the qualitative element 
of political authority, in contrast to the “more or less” of treaty obligations, as 
the distinctive characteristic of the sovereignty of a government and, as such, 
‘incompatible with the sovereignty of those subordinate to it. Madison de- 
clared on June 28, 1787, on the floor of the Convention: 


This fallacy of the reasoning drawn from the equality of sovereign states, in the 
formation of compacts, lay in confounding mere treaties, in which were specified 
certain duties to which the parties were to be bound and certain rules by which 
their subjects were to be reciprocally governed in their intercourse, with a com- 
pact by which an authority was created paramount to the parties, and making 
laws for the government of them. If France, England, and Spain, were to enter 
into a treaty for the regulation of commerce, &c., with the Prince of Monaco, 
and four or five other of the smallest sovereigns of Europe, they would not hesi- 
tate to treat as equals, and to make the regulations perfectly reciprocal. Would 
the case be the same if a council were to be formed of deputies from each, with 
authority and discretion to raise money, levy troops, determine the value of coin, 
&c. 


Democratic constitutions, especially those consisting of a system of 
checks and balances, have purposely obscured the problem of sovereignty and 
glossed over the need for a definite location of the sovereign power. For while 
it is the main concern of these constitutions to create devices for the limitation 
and control of personal power, the clearest case of a definitely located sover- 
eignty is the unfettered authority of Hobbes's Leviathan, the source not only 





‘Ibid., p. 177. 

*Ibid., p. 202; cf. also p. 199. The same point is made by Dr. Johnson, who said, in contrast 
to his remarks referred to in note 8, that sovereignty “can be but one in the same community” 
(Ibid., p. 448). 

°“The Works, John C. Calhoun, Vol. I (The General Assembly of the State of South Carolina, 
1851), p. 146. 

‘Loc. cit., Vol. II (The General Assembly of the State of South Carolina, 1853), p. 233. 
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of law but of ethics and mores as well. Thus the popular constitutional doc- 
trines, rightly fearful of the unlimited power of absolute monarchy and of the 
risks of personal government, confounded the subjection of the sovereign au- 
thority to legal controls and political restraints with its elimination. In their 
endeavor to make democracy “a government of laws and not of men” they 
forgot that in any state, democratic or otherwise, there must be a man or a 
group of men ultimately responsible for the exercise of political authority. 
Since in a democracy that responsibility lies dormant in normal times, barely 
visible through the network of constitutional arrangements and legal rules, it 
is widely believed that it does not exist, and that the supreme lawgiving and 
law-enforcing authority, which was formerly the responsibility of one man, 
the monarch, is now distributed among the different co-ordinate agencies of 
the government and that, in consequence, no one of them is supreme. Or 
else that authority is supposed to be vested in the people as a whole, who, of 
course, as such cannot act. Yet in times of crisis and war that ultimate respon- 
sibility asserts itself, as it did under the presidencies of Lincoln, Wilson, and 
the two Roosevelts, and leaves to constitutional theories the arduous task of 
arguing it away after the event. 

In federal states, monarchical or democratic, ideological satisfaction must 
be given to the individual states that, once having been sovereign, are so no 
longer, yet are loath to admit it. To that end political practice develops a 
whole system of constitutional flatteries which bestows upon the officials and 
symbols of the individual states the honors due the officials and symbols of 
the sovereign states, and which makes use of concepts and constitutional de- 
vices that have meaning only with reference to sovereign states.° Since it is 
constitutionally and politically impossible to deny that the federal government 
is sovereign, and since it is psychologically impossible to admit that the indi- 
vidual states are no longer sovereign, constitutional theory simply divides sov- 
ereignty between the federal government and the states, thus trying to rec- 
oncile political realities with political preferences. So it came about that 
Hamilton and Madison, who had emphatically proclaimed the indivisibility of 
sovereignty on the floor of the Convention of 1787, were just as emphatic in 
their insistence upon the divisibility of sovereignty when a year later in The 
Federalist they endeavored to persuade the states that they could keep their 
sovereignty even though they endowed the federal government with the sov- 
ereign powers provided for in the new constitution. 


*The constitutional practices of the United States, of the Soviet Union, and of Germany under 
the Constitution of 1871 illustrate this point. 

"Cf. C. E. Merriam, History of the Theory of Sovereignty since Rousseau (New York: Colum- 
bia University Press, 1900), p. 161: “The constitution reflected, therefore, the political facts and 
the political theory of the time in its peculiar division of powers between local and central gov- 
ernments, and in its failure to define clearly and explicitly the ultimate source of sovereign 
power. 

For the general phenomenon of the discrepancy between theories of sovereignty and the 
political reality of sovereignty, see also Ernest Barker, Essays on Government (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1945), pp. 88, 89. 
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Because of a similar need for building an ideological bridge between po- 
litical realities and political preferences, the doctrine of divided sovereignty 
has gained wide acceptance in the field of international relations. On the one 
hand, the nation state is to a higher degree than ever before the predominant 
source of the individual’s moral and legal valuations and the ultimate point of 
reference for his secular loyalties. Consequently, its power among the other 
nations and the preservation of its sovereignty are the individual's foremost 
political concerns in international affairs. On the other hand, it is that very 
power and sovereignty, clashing under the conditions of modern civilization 
with the power and sovereignty of other nations, which imperils the existence 
of that civilization and, with it, of the nation states themselves. 

Thus, since the end of the Napoleonic Wars, humanitarians and states- 
men have with ever increasing frequency and intensity searched for means to 
avoid the self-destructive wars to which the struggle for power among modern 
nation states gives rise. It has, however, become more and more obvious, 
especially in recent years, that the main stumbling block which thus far has 
vitiated all attempts at restraining the struggle for power on the international 
‘ scene is national sovereignty itself. As long as the supreme lawgiving and law- 
enforcing authority remains vested in the national governments, the threat of 
war, especially under the moral, political, and technological conditions of our 
age, may be said to be unavoidable. Thus the political reality of the likelihood 
of self-destructive war confronts the political preference for the preservation 
of national sovereignty. While people everywhere are anxious to free them- 
selves from the threat of war, they are also anxious to preserve the sover- 
eignty of their respective nations. Yet if the price of peace were only a slice 
of sovereignty and not the whole of it, if in order to lessen the likelihood of 
war it were necessary for the nation state only to share sovereignty with an 
international organization and not to give it up altogether, one might have 
peace and national sovereignty at the same time. 

In a public opinion poll taken in the spring of 1947, 75 percent of the 
people answered in the affirmative the question: “Would you like to see the 
United States join in a movement to establish an international police force to 
maintain world peace?” However, only 15 percent of the total population and 
17 percent of those in favor of an international police force were willing to 
consent to the United States armed forces being smaller than the international 
police force. “Only 13 per cent of all the people want the United States to 
join in an international police force and are also willing to have the police 
force outnumber the armed forces of this country.”® In other words, while a 
considerable majority of the American people favored an international orga- 
nization capable of preventing war, only a small minority of those favoring 


*"UNESCO and Public Opinion Today (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1947), 
Report No. 35, pp. 12 ff. A number of other polls, taken after the Second World War in this 
country and in Great Britain, have had similar contradictory results. Cf. particularly Peace and 
the Public: A Study by Mass-Observation (London, New York, Toronto: Longmans, Green and 
Company, 1947). 
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such an organization (as well as of the people as a whole) were willing to 
transfer supreme law-enforcing authority—that is, sovereignty—from the 
United States to an international organization. The majority wanted to have it 
both ways; they wanted to “divide” sovereignty. It is significant in this respect 
that while 32 per cent of those favoring an international police force wanted 
the American forces to be larger than the international police force, 4] per 
cent, by far the largest of the groups expressing an opinion on the matter, 
wanted them to be of equal size. They want to “divide” sovereignty fairly and 
equitably by leaving 50 per cent with the United States and giving 50 per 
cent to an international organization. 

The belief in a divisible sovereignty is the ideological manifestation of 
this contradiction between political reality and political preference. The doc- 
trine of the divisibility of sovereignty makes it intellectually feasible to rec- 
oncile not only what logic proves to be incompatible—to give up sovereignty 
while retaining it—but also what experience shows to be irreconcilable under 
the conditions of modern civilization-—national sovereignty and international 
order. Far from expressing a theoretical truth or reflecting the actuality of 
political experience, the advice to give up “a part of national sovereignty” for 
the sake of the preservation of peace is tantamount to the advice to close one’s 
eyes and dream that one can eat one’s cake and have it, too. 
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NATIONALISM, OLD AND NEW' 


We should now be able to answer the question we asked when we pointed to 
the intellectual and moral tradition of the Western world as the force that 
through the instrumentality of the balance of power kept the modern state 
system together from the end of the religious wars to the First World War. 
What is left of this heritage today? we asked then. What kind of consensus 
unites the nations of the world in the period following the Second World 
War 

The answer can only be that the moral limitations upon the struggle for 
power on the international scene are weaker today than they have been at 
any time in the history of the modern state system. The one international 
‘ society of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries has been replaced by a 
number of national societies that provide for their members the highest mea- 
sure of social integration. In consequence, the international morality that in 
past centuries kept the aspirations for power of the individual nations within 
certain bounds has, except for certain fragmentary restraints, given way to the 
morality of individual nations. This morality not only does not recognize any 
moral obligations above and apart from it, but even claims universal recogni- 
tion from all the world. World public opinion is but an ideological shadow 





'This part reformulates the discussion, on pages 284 ff., of the problem of nationalism and 
universalism. 
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without even that substance of common valuations and reactions which in 
other times at least the international aristocracy shared. The main bulk of the 
rules of international law owes its existence to the sovereignty of the individ- 
ual nations. To surround that sovereignty with legal safeguards is one of the 
main tasks of the rules of international law. Far from restraining the aspira- 
tions for power of individual nations, they see to it that the power position of 
individual nations is not adversely affected by whatever legal obligations they 
take upon themselves in their relations with other nations. What national mo- 
rality is in the field of ethics, what national public opinion is in the domain of 
the mores, sovereignty is for international law. Sovereignty refers in legal 
terms to the nation as the recipient of the individual's ultimate secular loyal- 
ties, as the mightiest social force, as the supreme authority giving and enforc- 
ing laws for the individual citizen. 

The supranational forces, such as universal religions, humanitarianism, 
cosmopolitanism, and all the other personal ties, institutions, and organiza- 
tions that bind individuals together across national boundaries, are infinitely 
weaker today than the forces that unite peoples within a particular national 
boundary and separate them from the rest of humanity. This weakening of 
the supranational forces, which must be strong in order to impose effective 
restraints upon the foreign policies of nations, is but the negative by-product 
of the great positive force that shapes the political face of our age-—-national- 
ism. Nationalism, identified as it is with the foreign policies of individual na- 
tions, cannot restrain these policies; it is itself in need of restraint. Not only 
has it fatally weakened, if not destroyed, the restraints that have come down 
to us from previous ages, it has also supplied the power aspirations of individ- 
ual nations with a good conscience and a Messianic fervor. It has inspired 
them with a thirst and a strength for universal dominion of which the nation- 
alism of the nineteenth century knew nothing. ) 

The nationalism of the late twentieth century is essentially different from 
what traditionally goes by that name and what culminated in the national 
movements and the nation state of the nineteenth century. Traditional nation- 
alism sought to free the nation from alien domination and give it a state of its 
own. This goal was considered to be a rightful one not for one nation only, 
but for all nations. Once a nation had united its members in one state, na- 
tional aspirations were satisfied, and there was room for as many nationalisms 
as there were nations that wanted to establish or preserve a state of their own. 

The international conflicts in which the nationalism of the nineteenth 
century was involved were, therefore, essentially of two kinds: the conflicts 
between a nationality and an alien master—the Balkan nations and Turkey, 
the Slav nations of the Danube basin and the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, 
the Poles and Russia—and the conflicts between different nationalities over 
the delimitation of their respective spheres of dominion, such as the struggle 
between the Germans, on the one hand, and the Poles and the French, on 
the other. International conflicts in the nineteenth century grew out of either 
different interpretations of the national principle or the refusal to accept it at 
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all. It was hoped as late as the aftermath of the First World War that, once 
the aspirations of all nations for nation states of their own were fulfilled, a 
society of satisfied nations would find in the legal and moral principles of 
national self-determination the means for its own preservation. 

To call by the same name what inspired the oppressed and competing 
nationalities of the nineteenth century and what drives the superpowers of 
the late twentieth century into deadly combat is to obscure the fundamental 
change that separates our age from the preceding one. The nationalism of 
today, which is really a nationalistic universalism, has only one thing in com- 
mon with the nationalism of the nineteenth century—the nation as the ulti- 
mate point of reference for political loyalties and actions. But here the simi- 
larity ends. For the nationalism of the nineteenth century the nation is the 
ultimate goal of political action, the endpoint of the political development 
beyond which there are other nationalisms with similar and equally justifiable 
goals. For the nationalistic universalism of the late twentieth century the na- 
tion is but the starting-point of a universal mission whose ultimate goal 
reaches to the confines of the political world. While nationalism wants one 
‘nation in one state and nothing else, the nationalistic universalism of our age 
claims for one nation and one state the right to impose its own valuations and 
standards of action upon all the other nations. 

This evil would not necessarily be mitigated, but might be aggravated, 
by the fusion of a number of nations into a supranational union. The nations 
of Western Europe, for instance, are too weak to make themselves singly the 
effective spearheads of the new nationalistic universalism. The time has 
passed when the French or the Germans could dream of making the world 
over in their own image. Yet if the nations of Western Europe were able to 
unite and form a new political and military unit of considerable potentialities, 
they would then have acquired the power basis for a new crusading spirit, 
common to all of Western Europe, to compete with the nationalistic univer- 
salism of other nations. That the traditional nation state is obsolescent in view 
of the technological and military conditions of the contemporary world is ob- 
vious. Yet, while trying to replace it with a larger unit, better attuned to these 
conditions, it is well to take care that it not be replaced simply by a more 
efficient vehicle for the crusading nationalism of our age. 

It is one of the characteristics of nationalistic universalism, stemming 
from its universalistic character and aspirations, that, although it is connected 
with a nation, it is not connected with any particular one. The Soviet Union 
has indeed been the vehicle on which Communism has tried to transform the 
world. But who can say that in this respect China or some other nation will 
not tomorrow take the place of the Soviet Union, at least in Asia? The nation- 
alism of the nineteenth century grew indeed from the peculiar character and 
aspirations of a particular nation and could not be divorced from it without 
losing its meaning and functions. The nationalistic universalism of our age is 
different in these respects. It is a secular religion, universal in its interpreta- 
tion of the nature and destiny of man and in its Messianic promise of salvation 
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for all mankind. A particular nation will bear its torch at any particular time, 
but in principle any nation can. Thus the claims to universal dominion in the 
name of the new crusading nationalism may shift from nation to nation ac- 
cording to the conditions of spirit and power. 


THE STRUGGLE FOR THE MINDS OF MEN* 


This new moral force of nationalistic universalism has added a new dimension 
to the structure of international politics: that of psychological warfare or prop- 
aganda. There is, of course, nothing new in the use of propaganda for pur- 
poses of foreign policy; it has been sporadically used for such purposes on a 
small scale since time immemorial. The dominant factions in the Greek and 
Italian city-states tried to win their politial battle by enlisting for their foreign 
policies the support of the foreigners sympathetic to their political philoso- 
phies and by winning converts among them. In the religious conflicts of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and in the wars of revolutionary France, 
the exploitation of religious and philosophic sympathies and the recruitment 
of religious and philosophic sympathizers among foreigners was developed 
into a potent.weapon of political and military warfare. The Protestant prince 
who was able to convert the population of his Catholic opponent to his faith 
or to exploit the religious sympathies of the Protestant minority for his polit- 
ical and military purposes might win a battle, if not the war, without firing a 
shot. The convert to the ideas of the French Revolution was likely to be an 
active supporter of the foreign policies of revolutionary France. 
Contemporary propaganda is quantitatively and qualitatively different 
from that of previous ages. Because of modern technology, its range and ef- 
fectiveness have increased enormously since the Second World War. It has 
become an autonomous instrument of foreign policy, co-ordinated with the 
traditional instruments of diplomacy and military force. Thus during the mon- 
olithic period of Communism, Communists anywhere supported the foreign 
policies of the Soviet Union, and adherents of democracy at least opposed the 
foreign policies of the Soviet Union, if they were not active champions of 
those of the United States. The more Communists there were, the stronger 
was the support for the foreign policies of the Soviet Union; and the success 
of the foreign policies of the United States in large measure depended upon 
the strength and spread of anti-Communist convictions throughout the world. 
The outcome of an election or a civil war would determine the future course 
of a nation’s foreign policy. If the Communist Party won, the country might 
align itself with the Soviet Union; if the democratic parties won, it might 
either remain uncommitted or support the United States. To forestall such 
adverse developments in the domestic distribution of power in other nations, 
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and to promote favorable ones, becomes of vital concern to the contestants in 
the struggle of political philosophies for the allegiance of men. 

Psychological warfare or propaganda joins diplomacy and military force 
as the third instrument by which foreign policy tries to achieve its aims. Re- 
gardless of the instrument employed, the ultimate aim of foreign policy is 
always the same: to promote one’s interests by changing the mind of the op- 
ponent. To that end, diplomacy uses the persuasiveness of promises and 
threats in terms of the satisfaction or the denial of interests; military force, 
the physical impact of actual violence upon the opponent’s ability to pursue 
certain interests; propaganda, the use and creation of intellectual convictions, 
moral valuations, and emotional preferences in support of one’s own interests. 
All foreign policy, then, is a struggle for the minds of men; but propaganda is 
so in the specific sense that it endeavors to mold the minds of men directly 
rather than through the intermediary of the manipulation of interests or phys-. 
ical violence. 

Diplomacy and warfare look back upon a long and continuous history; 
hence, the theoretical comprehension of their principles is far advanced. 
Propaganda as an autonomous instrument of foreign policy is a novelty; its 
theory and practice bear the marks of inexperience. 


THREE PRINCIPLES OF PROPAGANDA 


What are the fundamental principles that must guide the struggle for the 
minds of men, fought with the weapons of propaganda? Three problems, fre- 
quently obscured in theory and mismanaged in practice, need elucidation: 
first, the relation between the content of propaganda and its effectiveness: 
second, the relation between propaganda and the life experiences and inter- 
ests of those whom propaganda tries to reach; third, the relation between 
propaganda and the foreign policy as whose instrument propaganda serves. 

1. The great philosophies of the past which captured the imagination of 
men and moved them to political action, such as the ideas of the American 
and French revolutions and the slogans of bolshevism and fascism, were suc- 
cessful, not because they were true, but because they were believed to be 
true, because they gave the people to whom they appealed what they were 
waiting for, both in terms of knowledge and in terms of action. That the Na- 
tional Socialist race theories are totally false no one can doubt: yet the argu- 
ments of reputable anthropologists were completely wasted in their struggle 
with those theories for dominance over the popular mind. The economic 
interpretation of imperialism and war is obviously at odds with all the known 
facts: yet the popular belief in it is well-nigh ineradicable. 

The patent falsity of these theories was irrelevant to their success or fail- 
ure. What was decisive for their success was their ability to give satisfaction 
to deeply felt intellectual and political needs. The frustrated authoritarianism 
of the German people seized upon the race theories as a tool with which to 
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prove to themselves, in spite of all appearances to the contrary, that by nature 
they were really superior to everybody else and, given the right policies, they 
would also become superior in fact. In anticipation of that ascendancy of Ger- 
many, the race theories made it virtually imperative for the German people 
to try their superiority out on the minorities within their borders, and the 
inevitable success of the trial seemed to provide experimental proof for the 
truth of the race theories themselves. 

Similarly, the economic interpretation of imperialism and war satisfies 
deeply felt intellectual and political needs. The popular mind, baffled by the 
bewildering complexity of international relations in our time, longs for an 
explanation that is both simple and plausible. The economic interpretation, 
by providing it, puts the popular mind at rest. It fulfills for political action a 
function similar to those performed by the race theories. It provides in the — 
“warmongers of Wall Street” or the “munitions makers” an easily accessible 
symbol that political action can use, as it were, for purposes of target practice. 
In accordance with the theory, measures can be taken “to take the profits out 
of war” or to restrict commerce with belligerents. With these measures ac- 
complished, imperialism and war seem to have lost their threat, and the pop- 
ular mind can rest doubly content, knowing what international politics is all 
about and conscious of having acted in accordance with this knowledge. 

No exact correlation exists between the truth of a political philosophy and 
its effectiveness as political propaganda. Sometimes a political philosophy, 
false in its assumptions and conclusions, captures the minds of large masses 
of men, and a political philosophy cannot rely alone upon the inner force of 
its truths to win the struggle for the minds of men. Rather is must seek to 
establish a peculiar connection between its truths and the human minds it 
seeks to influence. That connection is provided by the life experiences and 
interests which determine the receptiveness of men to political ideas. 

2. Political philosophies claim the possession of truths valid everywhere 
and at all times, yet men are receptive only to certain ideas at particular times 
according to the circumstances under which they live. These circumstances, 
as we have seen,‘ vary greatly not only in time but also with regard to differ- 
ent types of people in one and the same period of history. 

Communism has been successful wherever its tenets of social, economic, 
and political equality appeal to people for whom the removal of inequality has 
been the most urgent aspiration. Western philosophy has succeeded wher- 
ever in popular aspirations political liberty has taken precedence over all 
other needs. Thus Communism has largely lost the struggle for the minds of 
men in Central and Eastern Europe, and democracy has by and large been 
defeated in Asia. In Central and Eastern Europe the Communist promises of 
equality could not prevail against the life experiences the peoples of Central 
and Eastern Europe had with the tyranny of the Red Army and the Russian 
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secret police. In those regions Communism has succeeded only with the seg- 
ments of the population in whose life experiences the longing for equality, 
especially in the economic sphere, has taken precedence over the concern 
with liberty. 

On the other hand, where democracy lost out in Asia it did so because 
its appeal was largely divorced from the life experiences and interests of the 
peoples of Asia. What the peoples of Asia wanted above everything else was 
freedom from Western colonialism. What chance was there for democracy to 
succeed in the struggle of ideas as long as democratic philosophy was contra- 
dicted by the life experiences of the peoples of Asia? The importance of polit- 
ical propaganda divorced from the life experiences of the common man is 
strikingly revealed in a report that appeared on September 30, 1950, in the 
Chicago Daily News under the by-line of Fred Sparks: 


The other day I visited a small farmer near Saigon. . . 

Through my interpreter I asked him to tell me what he thought of the Amer- 
icans coming to Indochina. He said: 

“White men help white men. You give guns to help the French kill my 
people. We want to be rid of all foreigners and the Viet Minh. . . was slowly 
putting out the French.” 

I said: “Don’t you know there is a white man behind the Viet Minh? Don't 
you know that Ho Chi Minh takes Russian orders?” 

He said: “In Saigon I have seen Americans and I have seen Frenchmen. I 
have never heard of any white men being with the Viet Minh.” 


What makes this episode significant is the fact that to a large extent it is 
representative of Asia's reaction to Western ideas. Nowhere has this reaction 
been more drastic and more pregnant with dire consequences for the West 
than in China; for nowhere has the contrast between philosophy and the life ex- 
periences of the people been more drastic. The century-old anti-imperialistic 
record of the United States and the good will it had created in China for the 
United States were wiped out with one stroke when American weapons were 
used to kill Chinese and when American planes dropped bombs on the coastal 
_ cities of China. As a report in the London Economist put it with reference to 
the Nationalist air raids on Shanghai: 


In the press these raids were represented as being quite as much the work of the 
“American imperialists” as that of the “reactionary, remnant lackeys” of Taiwan, 
and while the raids drove out any faith in Chiang which might remain amongst 
the less educated they no less effectively drove out any faith in America in quar- 
ters where it was still harboured. 


Here again, the inherent qualities of American ideas in terms of their 
truth and of the good they contain were entirely irrelevant for success or 
failure in the warfare of ideas. What decided the issue was the apparent irrel- 
evance of democratic propaganda in the light of the experiences of the com- 
mon man. The policies that the United States supported or seemed to support 
made success in the war of ideas impossible. 
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3. Political policy must fulfill three functions for psychological warfare. 
First, it must define clearly its objectives and the methods through which it 
proposes to attain them. Second, it must determine the popular aspirations of 
those to whom the propaganda appeal is to be made, with regard to its objec- 
tives and methods. Third, it must determine to what extent psychological 
warfare is capable of supporting political policy. 

The psychological weakness of the West in Asia, aside from the other 
reasons already mentioned, results from the weakness of its political policies. 
Since the West has not been sure of its objectives and of the methods to reach 
them, its psychological policies have been only too prone to seek refuge from 
the uncertainties of policy in democratic generalities. Thus Western propa- 
ganda has been inclined to stress the virtues and truths of democracy and the | 
vices and falsehoods of bolshevism. 

The same propensity for such moral and philosophic abstractions has 
impeded the objective investigation of what other people want. Assured as 
we are, by and large, of the protection of our lives from the vicissitudes of 
death through violence or lack of food and shelter, we are taking the satisfac- 
tion of these biological needs for granted. Having taken care in good measure 
of the protection of life, we concentrate our thoughts and efforts upon the 
preservation of liberty and the pursuit of happiness. This being naturally so 
with us, we erect this limited experience, subject to the conditions of time 
and space, into a universal principle that claims to be valid everywhere and 
at all times. Thus we tend to assume, at least by implication, that what we 
are allowed to take for granted all men can take for granted, and that what 
we are striving for is the object of the aspirations of all mankind. Yet it has 
already been shown how the different life experiences of men have built, on 
the foundation of common psychological traits, a structure of different political 
aspirations. 

The ability of Western democracy to speak effectively to the peoples of 
Europe and Asia, then, is dependent upon its ability to establish two different 
relationships: one between the aspirations of those peoples and the political 
policies of the West, the other between those policies and their verbal prop- 
agation. There are situations where concordance among these three factors 
can be brought about with relative ease. The waging of political warfare 
against National Socialist Germany in occupied Europe during the Second 
World War was a relatively simple matter. Popular aspirations were clearly 
defined, and so were the policies pursued by the United Nations. Both sought 
the destruction of National Socialism and it was easy to put that aim into 
words. Similarly, the political and military policies aimed at maintaining the 
territorial status quo in Europe against Soviet expansion express the aspira- 
tions of the people of Western Europe and lend themselves to verbal formu- 
lation in terms of the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, and the Atlantic 
Alliance. Neither in Eastern Europe nor in Asia nor in the Soviet Union itself 
is the task of psychological warfare so simple. Two basic dilemmas confront it. 
One concerns the incompatibility of a certain political policy pursued in one 
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region with the kind of psychological warfare waged in another. The other 
dilemma arises from the impossiblity of supporting a given political policy 
solely by means of psychological warfare. 

The first dilemma is illustrated by the relations between what used to be 
considered the objective of American policy in Eastern Europe, and the ob- 
jective of our psychological warfare with regard to the Soviet Union. The 
objective of our policy in Eastern Europe was in the fifties defined as the 
liberation of the peoples of Eastern Europe from Russian domination. The 
objective of our political warfare with regard to the Soviet Union was then to 
appeal to the Russian people over the head of the Soviet government in terms 
of our real objectives and thus to force a revision of Soviet policies through 
the pressure of Russian public opinion. Yet the objective of the liberation of 
Eastern Europe, especially in so far as Poland and the Baltic states are con- 
cerned, runs counter to the centuries-old national aspirations of Russia, re- 
garding which no cleavage between government and people has ever existed. 
A policy in Eastern Europe which sought to thwart the aspirations of both the 
Russian government and the Russian people was bound to cancel out the 
‘chances, whatever they might have been, of separating the Russian people 
from the Soviet government by means of psychological warfare. In situations 
such as these it is the task of over-all policy to establish a priority of objectives 
and either to subordinate the objectives of political warfare to those of politi- 
cal policy, or vice versa. 

A striking illustration of the other dilemma is provided by the propa- 
ganda effect of the American intervention in Indochina. The immediate psy- 
chological effects of that intervention were unfavorable to the United States. 
What the Indochinese peasant said to Mr. Sparks found a widespread echo. 
What is important in the context of this discussion was the inability of the 
United States to counteract the psychological liability of that intervention with 
immediate psychological countermeasures. The psychological effects of white 
intervention in the affairs of Asia in the traditional manner of Western impe- 
rialism can be refuted, not by means of political warfare, but only by political, 
military, and economic policies, which will contradict the Indochinese expe- 
riences of white intervention. In situations such as these, the immediate an- 
swer to the psychological liability of a given political or military policy is not 
propaganda, but policies that will establish the psychological preconditions for 
successful propaganda. 

In this context, economic and technical aid for underdeveloped areas 
takes on a special importance. For such aid differs from mere propaganda 
exactly in that it is a deed rather than a promise. Rather than telling other 
peoples what could be done, or what is being done elsewhere, it makes the 
promises of propaganda good here and now. Yet in order to be fully effective 
as a weapon of propaganda, economic and technical aid must meet two re- 
quirements. 

First, it must benefit the people to whom it is given not only in the long 
run, but immediately and in a manner intelligible to them. Too often, foreign 
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aid fails to meet that requirement; for it is up against political and cultural 
resistance to economic development. Economic underdevelopment is fre- 
quently not the result of natural causes but of a political system that has a 
stake in the perpetuation of backwardness. For instance, a political system 
deriving its power from the absentee ownership of land is not likely to destroy 
itself by embarking upon a program of land reform. Foreign aid, by being 
absorbed by the social groups opposed to economic development, may here 
actually strengthen the forces of the status quo and increase the cleavage be- 
tween rich and poor. Economic backwardness may also be due to cultural 
factors, such as disbelief in the possibility of progress or the utility of saving, 
which are impervious to the transfer of money and technical know-how 
through foreign aid.® 

Second, the foreign source of the aid must be apparent to the recipients. 
Here propaganda, properly speaking, comes into play again, giving credit to 
the foreign agency from which the aid has come, and connecting that aid and 
its benefits with the general philosophy, character, and policies of the foreign 
agency. 

The struggle for the minds of men, then, is a task of infinite subtlety and 
complexity. Nothing is easier, more certain of popular support in one’s own 
country, and also more certain of failure than to approach so intricate a task 
in the spirit and with the techniques of a Fourth-of-July oration. The simple 
philosophy and techniques of the moral crusade are useful and even indis- 
pensable for the domestic task of marshaling public opinion behind a given 
policy; they are but blunt weapons in the struggle of nations for dominance 
over the minds of men. Propaganda is not only a struggle between good and 
evil, truth and falsehood, but also of power with power. In such a struggle 
virtue and truth do not prevail simply upon being communicated. They must 
be carried upon the steady stream of political policy that makes them both 
relevant and plausible. To conceive of the psychological task of democracy in 
the struggle with bolshevism primarily in terms of the technological problem 
of piercing the Iron Curtain and communicating the eternal verities of de- 
mocracy to all the world is in large measure to miss the point. Political war- 
fare is but the reflection, in the realm of ideas, of the political and military 
policies it seeks to support. It can be worse than these policies, but it can 
never be better. From the qualities of these policies it draws its strength. 
With them it wins or fails. The call for victory in the struggle for the minds 
of men, to be effective, must be conceived primarily as a call for political and 
military policies that have the makings of victory. Here, too, deeds speak 
louder than words. 

This struggle for the minds of men, advancing rival claims to universal 
dominion on the part of different nations, has dealt the final, fatal blow to that 
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social system of international intercourse within which for almost three cen- 
turies nations lived together in constant rivalry, yet under the common roof 
of shared values and universal standards of action. The collapse of that roof 
has destroyed the common habitat of the nations of the world, and the most 
powerful of them each assert the right to build it anew after their own pat- 
tern. Beneath the ruins of that roof lies buried the mechanism that kept the 
walls of that house of nations standing: the balance of power. 


21 


The New Balance 
of Power 





The destruction of that intellectual and moral consensus which restrained the 
struggle for power for almost three centuries deprived the balance of power 
of the vital energy that made it a living principle of international politics. 
Concomitant with the ebbing-away of that vital energy, the system of the 
balance of power has undergone three structural changes that considerably 


impair its operations. ! 
INFLEXIBILITY OF THE NEW BALANCE OF POWER 


Numerical Reduction of Great Powers 


The most obvious of these structural changes which impairs the operation of 
the balance of power is to be found in the drastic numerical reduction of the 
players in the game. At the end of the Thirty Years’ War, for instance, the 
German Empire was composed of 900 sovereign states, which the Treaty of 
Westphalia in 1648 reduced to 355. The Napoleonic interventions, of which 
the most notable is the dictated reforms of the Diet of Regensburg of 1803, 
eliminated more than 200 of the sovereign German states. When the Ger- 
manic Confederation was founded in 1815, only thirty-six sovereign states 
were left to join it. The unification of Italy in 1859 eliminated seven sovereign 
states, the unification of Germany in 1871, twenty-four. In 1815, at the end 
of the Napoleonic Wars, eight nations—aAustria, France, Great Britain, Por- 
tugal, Russia, Prussia, Spain, and Sweden—had the diplomatic rank of great 
powers. With Portugal, Spain, and Sweden granted such rank only out of 
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traditional courtesy and soon to lose that undeserved status altogether, the 
number of actually great powers was reduced to five. In the sixties, Italy and 
the United States joined them, followed toward the end of the century by 
Japan. 

At the outbreak of the First World War, there were then again eight 
great powers, of which for the first time two were located totally outside Eu- 
rope—Austria, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Russia, and the 
United States. The end of the First World War found Austria definitely, and 
Germany and Russia temporarily, removed from that list. Two decades later, 
at the outbreak of the Second World War, one could count seven great pow- 
ers, Germany and the Soviet Union having again become first-rate powers 
and the others having retained their status. The end of the Second World 
War saw this number reduced to three—Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and 
the United States—while China and France, in view of their past or their 
potentialities, were treated in negotiations and organizations as though they 
were great powers. British power, however, had declined to such an extent 
as to be distinctly inferior to that of the United States and the Soviet Union, 
‘which, in view of their enormous superiority over the power next in rank, 
deserved to be called superpowers. 

This reduction in the number of nations that are able to play a major role 
in international politics has had a deteriorating effect upon the operation of 
the balance of power. This effect was increased by the reduction in the abso- 
lute number of states through the consolidations of 1648 and 1803 and the 
national unifications of the nineteenth century. These reductions were only 
temporarily offset in 1919 by the creation of new nations in Eastern and Cen- 
tral Europe; for these nations have in the meantime either disappeared as 
such—for example, the Baltic States—or, in any case, have ceased to be in- 
dependent factors on the international scene. These developments deprived 
the balance of power of much of its flexibility and uncertainty and, in conse- 
quence, of its restraining effect upon the nations actively engaged in the 
struggle for power. 

In former times, as we have seen, the balance of power operated in the 
main by way of coalitions among a number of nations. The principal nations, 
while differing in power, were still of the same order of magnitude. In the 
eighteenth century, for instance, Austria, France, Great Britain, Prussia, Rus- 
sia, and Sweden belonged in the same class, in so far as their relative power 
was concerned. Fluctuations in their power would affect their respective po- 
sitions in the hierarchy of powers, but not their position as great powers. 
Similarly, in the period from 1870 to 1914, the game of power politics was 
played by eight players of the first rank, of which six, those of Europe, kept 
at the game constantly. Under such circumstances, no player could go very 
far in his aspirations for power unless he were sure of the support of at least 
one or the other of his co-players, and nobody could generally be too sure of 
that support. There was virtually no nation in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries which was not compelled to retreat from an advanced position and 
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retrace its steps because it did not receive the diplomatic or military support 
it had counted upon from other nations. This was especially true of Russia in 
the nineteenth century. On the other hand, if Germany, in violation of the 
rules of the game, had not in 1914 given Austria a free hand in its dealings 
with Serbia, there is little doubt that Austria would not have dared to go as 
far as it did, and that the First World War might have been avoided. 

The greater the number of active players, the greater the number of 
possible combinations and the greater also the uncertainty as to the combi- 
nations that will actually oppose each other and as to the role the individual 
players will actually perform in them. Both William II in 1914 and Hitler in 
1939 refused to believe that Great Britain, and ultimately the United States 
too, would join the rank of their enemies, and both misjudged the effect of 
American intervention. It is obvious that these miscalculations as to who 
would fight against whom meant for Germany the difference between victory 
and defeat. Whenever coalitions of nations comparable in power confront each 
other, calculations of this kind will of necessity be close, since the defection 
of one prospective member or the addition of an unexpected one cannot fail 
to affect the balance of power considerably, if not decisively. Thus, in the 
eighteenth century, when princes used to change their alignments with the 
greatest of ease, such calculations were frequently almost indistinguishable 
from wild guesses. In consequence, the extreme flexibility of the balance of 
power resulting from the utter unreliability of alliances made it imperative for 
all players to be cautious in their moves on the chessboard of international 
politics and, since risks were hard to calculate, compelled them to take as 
small risks as possible. In the First World War, it was still of very great 
importance, bearing upon the ultimate outcome of the conflict, whether Italy 
would remain neutral or enter the war on the side of the Allies. It was in 
recognition of that importance that both sides made great efforts, by compet- ° 
ing in promises of territorial aggrandizement, to influence Italy’s decision. 
The same situation then prevailed, to a lesser degreee, even with respect to 
so relatively weak a power as Greece. 


The Bipolarity of Power 


This aspect of the balance of power has undergone a radical transformation in 
recent years. In the Second World War, the decisions of such countries as 
Italy, Spain, or Turkey, or even France, to join or not to join one or the other 
side were mere episodes, welcomed or feared, to be sure, by the belligerents, 
but in no way even remotely capable of transforming victory into defeat, or 
vice versa. The disparity in the power of nations of the first rank, such as the 
United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, Japan, and Germany, on the 
one hand, and all the remaining nations, on the other, was then already so 
great that the defection of one ally or the addition of another could no longer 
overturn the balance of power and thus materially affect the ultimate outcome 
of the struggle. Under the influence of changes in alignments, one scale might 
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rise somewhat and the other sink still more under a heavier weight. Yet these 
changes could not reverse the relation of the scales, which was determined 
by the preponderant weights of the first-rate powers. It was only the position 
of the major countries—the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great Brit- 
ain, on the one hand, and Germany and Japan, on the other—that really 
mattered. This situation, first noticeable in the Second World War, is now 
accentuated in the polarity between the United States and the Soviet Union 
and has become the paramount feature of international politics. The power of 
the United States and of the Soviet Union in comparison with the power of 
their actual or prospective allies has become so overwhelming that through 
their own preponderant weight they determine the balance of power between 
them. That balance cannot at present be decisively affected at least in the 
short run by changes in the alignments of one or the other of their allies. 
The balance of power has been transformed from a multipolar into a bi- 
polar one. 


The Tendency toward a Two-Bloc System 


As a result, the flexibility of the balance of power and, with it, its restraining 
influence upon the power aspirations of the main protagonists on the inter- 
national scene have disappeared. Two superpowers, each incomparably 
stronger than any other power or possible combination of other powers, op- 
pose each other. The disparity in strength between major and minor powers 
is so great that the minor powers in the shadow of the superpowers have not 
only lost their ability to tip the scales, but they have also to a considerable 
extent lost that freedom of movement which in former times enabled them to 
play so important and often decisive a role in the balance of power. What was 
formerly true only of a relatively small number of nations, such as certain 
Latin-American countries in their relations with the United States and Por- 
tugal in its relations with Great Britain, is true now of many nations: they are 
in the orbit of one or the other of the two giants whose political, military, and 
economic preponderance can hold them there even against their will. Thus it 
‘ is not by accident that we speak of “satellites” when we refer to the unwilling 
and impotent allies of the other side. 

Today neither the United States nor the Soviet Union need look over its 
shoulder, as they still did during the Second World War, lest the defection of 
one major ally upset the balance of power. Gone is the era of ever shifting 
alliances and new combinations demanding constant vigilance, circumspec- 
tion, and caution, which reached its culmination in the eighteenth century 
and came to an end only with the Second World War. 

Yet this development does not mean that the superpowers have nothing 
at all to fear from their allies. Even if those allies do not leave their respective 
orbits at their own volition, they can stay there either as willing and effective 
supporters of the policies of the superpowers or as balky and unreliable cap- 
tives. They may at best be able to move from the center of the orbit to its 
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periphery, thereby loosening the control the superpower exerts within its or- 
bit and impairing their own usefulness within it. 

Within an inflexible balance of power, in so far as the alignments on 
either side are concerned, the superpowers can find in their allies a source of 
weakness or of strength. Before the Second World War, one of the principal 
questions before the great powers was: “How can we keep the allies we 
have?” In contrast, the main question that faces the superpowers today with 
regard to their allies is: “How can we make and keep them willing and effi- 
cient participants in our policies?” This concern requires flexible and accom- 
modating policies on the part of the superpowers. Their power is overwhelm- 
ing vis-a-vis their allies, but it is not without limits. They are, it is true, to an 
unprecedented degree masters of their own policies and of their own fate; but 
they are not complete masters. Within certain limits, they must adapt their 
policies to the wishes of their allies if they want to draw the maximum of 
strength from their support. 

With the committed nations firmly in their respective orbits, the main 
element of flexibility for the balance of power is provided by the prospective 
moves of the uncommitted nations. To which side if either are, for instance, 
the nations of Africa and Latin America finally going to turn? The develop- 
ment of the world balance of power in the immediate future will largely de- 
pend upon the course these and other uncommitted nations will take. Only 
in the more distant future will the question be answered as to whether polit- 
ical and technological conditions, such as the acquisition of nuclear weapons 
of their own, will lead to the development of new centers of power which can 
again move independently from one side to the other. These new centers of 
power could arise from within or without the two blocs. France has aspired 
to such a position of independent power within the loose framework of a tra- 
ditional alliance with the United States; and so does China in competition ° 
with, and opposition to, the Soviet Union. Were such a development to come 
to pass, the present bipolar system of world politics would have reverted to 
the traditional multipolar one. 


DISAPPEARANCE OF THE BALANCER® 


The second change in the structure of the balance of power, which we are 
witnessing today, is but the inevitable result of the change just discussed. It 
is the disappearance of the balancer, the “holder” of the balance. Both naval 
supremacy and virtual immunity from foreign attack for more than three cen- 
turies enabled Great Britain to perform this function for the balance of power. 
Today Great Britain is no longer capable of performing it, for the modern 
technology of war has deprived navies of uncontested mastery of the seas. Air 
power has not only put an end to the invulnerability of the British Isles but 





*See also the discussion of the “holder” of the balance on pages 213 ff. - 
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has also transformed from an advantage into a liability the concentration of 
population and industries on a relatively small territory in close proximity to 
a continent. 

In the great contest between France and the Hapsburgs, around which 
the modern state system evolved (at least until the “diplomatic revolution” of 
1756, when France allied itself with the Hapsburgs against Prussia), Great 
Britain was able to play the controlling and restraining role of the balancer 
because it was strong enough in comparison with the two contenders and 
their allies to make likely the victory of whichever side it joined. This was 
again true in the Napoleonic Wars and throughout the nineteenth and the 
early twentieth centuries. Today Great Britain no longer holds so decisive a 
position. Its role as the “holder” of the balance has come to an end, leaving 
the modern state system without the benefits of restraint and pacification 
which it bestowed upon that system in former times. Even as late as the 
Second World War, the neutrality of Great Britain or its alignment with Ger- 
many and Japan instead of with the United Nations might easily have meant 
for the latter the difference between victory and defeat. Now, in view of the 
‘ probable trends in the technology of warfare and the distribution of power 
between the United States and the Soviet Union, it may well be that the 
attitude of Great Britain in an armed conflict between these two powers 
would not decisively affect the ultimate outcome. 

It follows from what has been said above that the decline of the relative 
power of Great Britain and its resultant inability to keep its key position in 
the balance of power is not an isolated occurrence solely attributable to Great 
Britain. It is rather the consequence of a structural change that affects the 
functioning of the balance of power in all its manifestations. It is, therefore, 
impossible that the privileged and dominating place Great Britain has held 
for so long could at present be inherited by another nation. It is not so much 
that the power of the traditional holder of the place has declined, incapacitat- 
ing it for its traditional role, as that the place itself no longer exists. With two 
giants strong enough to determine the position of the scales with their own 
weight alone, there can be no chance for a third power or a third force to 
exert a decisive influence. It is, therefore, futile at the present moment to 
hope that another nation or group of nations will take the place vacated by 
Great Britain. 


The Problem of a “Third Force” 


Such hopes have been entertained at times by a number of nations or groups 
of nations which have not committed themselves definitely or completely to 
the Western or Eastern bloc. Such nations may indeed be able to hold the 
position of a “Third Force” by standing aside from the main political and 
military contests between East and West and continuing not to commit them- 
selves completely or definitely. In view of the disparity of power between 
them and the two superpowers, it is hard to see at present how they can hope 
for more. While it would certainly be presumptuous to suggest that their 
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hopes to play a decisive role as a “Third Force” in the world balance of power 
can never be fulfilled, especially in view of unforeseeable technological 
changes, it is safe to say that they are bound to be disappointed in the fore- 
seeable future. General DeGaulle, for instance, advocated in a number of 
penetrating and eloquent speeches that a United Europe should perform as a 
“Third Force” the pacifying and restraining task of the “holder” of the balance 
between the colossus of the East and the colossus of the West. He said on 
July 28, 1946, what he repeated in many subsequent statements, especially 
after his return to power in 1958: 


It is certain indeed that, with respect to what it was before this thirty-year war 
the face of the world has altered in every way. A third of a century ago we were 
living in a universe where six or eight great nations, apparently equal in strength, 
each by differing and subtle accords associating others with it, managed to estab- 
lish a balance everywhere in which the less powerful found themselves relatively 
guaranteed and where international law was recognized, since a violator would 
have faced a coalition of moral or material interests, and where, in the last anal- 
ysis, strategy conceived and prepared with a view to future conflicts involved only 
rapid and limited destruction. 

But a cyclone has passed. An inventory can be made. When we take into 
account the collapse of Germany and Japan and the weakening of Europe, Soviet 
Russia and the United States are now alone in holding the first rank. It seems as 
if the destiny of the world, which in modern times has in tum smiled on the 
Holy Roman Empire, Spain, France, Britain and the German Reich, conferring 
on each in turn a kind of pre-eminence, has now decided to divide its favor in 
two. From this decision arises a factor of division that has been substituted for 
the balance of yore. 


After referring to the anxieties caused by the expansionist tendencies of the 
United States and the Soviet Union, DeGaulle raised the question of restor- - 
ing a stable balance of power. 


Who then can re-establish the equilibrium, if not the old world, between the two 
new ones? Old Europe, which, during so many centuries was the guide of the 
universe, is in a position to constitute in the heart of a world that tends to divide 
itself into two, the necessary element of compensation and understanding. 

The nations of the ancient west have for their vital arteries the North Sea, 
the Mediterranean, the Rhine; they are geographically situated between the two 
new masses. Resolved to conserve an independence that would be gravely ex- 
posed in the event of a conflagration, they are physically and morally drawn to- 
gether by the massive effort of the Russians as well as by the liberal advance of 
the Americans. Of global strength because of their own resources and those of 
the vast territories that are linked to them by destiny, spreading afar their influ- 
ences and their activities, what will be their weight if they manage to combine 
their policies in spite of the difficulties among them from age to age!® 


“New York Times, July 29, 1946, p. 1; cf. for later speeches, ibid., June 30, 1947; p. 1; July 
10, 1947, p. 3; Press Conference of July 23, 1964, and address in Strasbourg on November 22, 
1964. _ 
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But it is not only the weakness of the nations of Europe in comparison 
with the United States and the Soviet Union that incapacitates them to per- 
form that task. Above all, General DeGaulle’s argument leaves out of account 
the decisive fact that Great Britain was capable of making its beneficial con- 
tributions to peace and stability only because it was geographically remote 
from the centers of friction and conflict, because it had no vital interests in 
the stakes of these conflicts as such, because it had the opportunity of satis- 
fying its aspirations for power in areas beyond the seas which generally were 
beyond the reach of the main contenders for power. 

It was that threefold aloofness, together with its resources of power, that 
enabled Great Britain to play its role as “holder” of the balance. In none of 
these three respects are the nations of Europe aloof from the centers of con- 
flict. Quite the contrary, they are deeply implicated in them in all three re- 
spects. For they are at once the battlefield and the prize of victory in the 
contest between the United States and the Soviet Union. They are perma- 
nently and vitally interested in the victory of one or the other side. And they 
are unable to seek satisfaction for their vital political interests anywhere but 
' on the European continent itself. It is for these reasons that the nations of 
Europe could not enjoy that aloofness and freedom of maneuver without 
which there can be no “Third Force” either as an uncommitted bystander or 
as the “holder” of the balance of power. 


DISAPPEARANCE OF THE COLONIAL FRONTIER 


With this discussion we are broaching a third change in the structure of the 
balance of power; namely, the disappearance of the colonial frontier. The bal- 
ance of power owed the moderating and restraining influence it exerted in its 
classical period not only to the moral climate within which it operated and to 
its own mechanics, but also in good measure to the circumstance that the 
nations participating in it rarely needed to put all their national energies into 
the political and military struggles in which they were engaged with each 
other. Nations in that period sought power through the acquisition of terri- 
tory, then considered the symbol and substance of national power. Taking 
land away from a powerful neighbor was one method of gaining power. There | 
was, however, a much less risky opportunity for achieving that end. That 
opportunity was provided by the wide expanses of three continents: Africa, 
the Americas, and the part of Asia bordering on the Eastern oceans. 
Throughout the history of the balance of power, Great Britain found in 
this opportunity the main source of its power and of its detachment from the 
issues that involved the other nations in continuous conflict. Spain dissipated 
its strength in exploiting that opportunity, and thus eliminated itself as a force 
to be reckoned with in the struggle for power. What for Great Britain and 
Spain was a constant and major concern attracted the energies of the other 
nations to a lesser degree or only sporadically. French policies in the eigh- 
teenth century present instructive examples of the reciprocal effect of colonial 
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expansion and imperialistic attacks upon the existing balance of power; the 
more intense French imperialism was, the less attention France paid to colon- 
ial expansion, and vice versa. The United States and Russia were for long 
stages of their history absorbed by the task of pushing their frontiers forward 
into the politically empty spaces of their continents, and during those periods 
they did not take a very active part in the balance of power. The Austrian 
monarchy was too much concerned, especially during the nineteenth century, 
with maintaining its control over the restive non-German nationalities of Cen- 
tral and Southeastern Europe, which made up the bulk of its empire, to be 
capable of more than limited excursions into power politics. Furthermore, 
until deep into the eighteenth century, the threat of Turkish aggression lim- 
ited Austria's freedom of movement on the chessboard of international poli- 
tics. Prussia, finally, as the latecomer to the circle of the great powers, had to 
be satisfied with defending and securing its position as a great power. Be- 
sides, it was too weak internally and in too unfavorable a geographical position 
to think of a program of unlimited expansion. Even after Bismarck had made 
Prussian power predominant in Germany and German power predominant in 
Europe, his policy was aimed at preserving, not at expanding, that power. 

In the period between 1870 and 1914, the stability of the status quo in 
Europe was the direct result, on the one hand, of the risks implicit in even 
the smallest move at the frontiers of the great powers themselves and, on the 
other, of the opportunity of changing the status quo in outlying regions with- 
out incurring the danger of a general conflagration. As Arnold Toynbee ob- 
serves: 


At the center [of the group of states forming the balance of power], every move 
that any one state makes with a view to its own aggrandizement is jealously 
watched and adroitly countered by all its neighbors, and the sovereignty over a 
few square feet of territory and a few hundred “souls” becomes a subject for the 
bitterest and stubbornest contention. . . . In the easy circumstances of the pe- 
riphery, quite a mediocre political talent is often able to work wonders. .. . 
The domain of the United States can be expanded unobtrusively right across 
North America from the Atlantic to the Pacific, the domain of Russia right across 
Asia from Baltic to Pacific, in an age when the best statesmanship of France or 
Germany cannot avail to obtain unchallenged possession of an Alsace or a Posen.* 


With the unification of Germany in 1870, the consolidation of the great 
nation states was consummated, and territorial gains in Europe could hence- 
forth be made only at the expense of the great powers or their allies. There- 
after, for more than four decades, the great issues of world politics were con- 
nected with African names, such as Egypt, Tunis, Morocco, the Congo, South 
Africa, and with the decrepit Asiatic empires of China and Persia. Local wars 
arose as a result of these issues: the Boer War of 1899—1902 between Great 





“Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History (London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 
1934), Vol. II, p. 302. (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) 
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Britain and the Boer Republics, the Russo-Japanese War of 1904—05, and the 
Russo-Turkish and Italo-Turkish Wars of 1877 and 1911-12 respectively. But 
it should be noted that in all these wars one of the great powers fought against 
what might be called a “peripheral” power, a power that was either the des- 
ignated object of the former's expansion or, as in the exceptional case of Ja- 
pan, an outside competitor. In no case was it necessary for a great power to 
take up arms against another great power in order to expand into the politi- 
cally empty spaces of Africa and Asia. 

The policy of compensations could here operate with a maximum of suc- 
cess, for there was so much political no-man‘s-land with which to compensate 
one’s self and allow others to do the same. There was always the possibility of 
compromise without compromising one’s vital interests, of retreating while 
saving one’s face, of side-stepping and postponing. The period from 1870 to 
1914, then, was a period of diplomatic bargains and horse-trading for other 
people’s lands, of postponed conflicts and side-stepped issues, and it was also 
the period of continuous peace among the great powers. 

It is significant that the most persistent and the most explosive of the 
‘great issues of that period, while still located at the periphery of the circle of 
the great powers, was closer to it geographically and weighed more directly 
upon the distribution of political and military power within it than any other 
of the great issues of that epoch. That issue (also called the Eastern or the 
Balkan Question) was how to distribute the inheritance of the European part 
of the Turkish Empire. Out of this issue arose the conflagration of the First 
World War. The Balkan Question more than any other issue of that period 
was likely to lead to open conflict among the great powers—especially since 
the vital interests of one of them, Austria, were directly affected by the na- 
tional aspirations of Serbia. It is, however, doubtful that this outcome was 
inevitable. One might even plausibly maintain that if the other great powers, 
especially Germany, had dealt with the Balkan Question in 1914, as they 
had done successfully at the Congress of Berlin in 1878—that is, in recog- 
nition of its peripheral character—the First World War might well have been 
avoided. 

When Bismarck declared in 1876" that, as far as the interests of Germany 
were concerned, the Balkans were not worth “the good bones of one single 
Pomeranian musketeer,’’ he affirmed emphatically the peripheral character of 
the Balkan Question in relation to the political and military interests of Ger- 
many. When the German government in July 1914 promised to support what- 
ever steps Austria decided to take against Serbia, it took the exact opposite of 
Bismarck's position, and for no good reason. Germany identified itself with 
the Austrian interest in the prostration of Serbia as though it was its own, 
while Russia identified itself with Serbia’s defense of its independence. Thus 
a conflict at the periphery of the European state system transformed itself 


5In the session of the German Reichstag of December 5, 1876. 
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into a struggle that threatened to affect the over-all distribution of power 
within that system. 

Bargaining had become impossible if it was not to be the bargaining away 
of one’s own vital interests. Concessions at somebody’s else’s expense could 
no longer be made, because identification of one’s own interests with the 
interests of the smaller nations involved had turned concessions at the appar- 
ent expense of others into concessions at one’s own expense. The conflict 
could not be postponed because, as we have seen, most of the great powers 
feared that postponement would strengthen the other side for an armed con- 
flict that was considered to be inevitable. For, once the issues had been 
brought from the periphery into the center of the circle of the great powers, 
there was no way of side-stepping them: there was, as it were, no empty 
space into which to step in order to evade the issue. Russia had to face the - 
Austro-German determination to settle the Serbian problem on Austria’s 
terms. In consequence, France had to face the invocation of the Franco-Rus- 
sian alliance by Russia, Germany had to face the activation of that alliance, 
and Great Britain had to face the threat to Belgium. There was no side-step- 
ping these issues except at the price of yielding what each nation regarded as 
its vital interests. 

What came about in July 1914, at least in part by blundering diplomacy, 
has today become the ineluctable result of structural changes in the balance 
of power. In the period preceding the First World War it was possible for the 
great powers to deflect their rivalries from their own mutual frontiers to the 
periphery and into politically empty spaces, because, as we have seen, vir- 
tually all the active participants in the balance of power were European na- 
tions and, furthermore, the main weights of the balance were located in Eu- 
rope. To say that during that period there was a periphery of politically empty 
spaces is simply a negative way of saying that during that period the balance 
of power was quantitatively and qualitatively circumscribed by geographical 
limits. As the balance of power—with its main weight now in three different 
continents—becomes world-wide, the dichotomy between the circle of the 
great powers and its center, on the one hand, and its periphery and the 
empty spaces beyond, on the other, must of necessity disappear. The periph- 
ery of the balance of power now coincides with the confines of the earth. 


THE COLONIAL REVOLUTION 


Thus what was formerly the periphery of world politics now tends to become 
one of its centers—one of the main theaters where the struggle between the 
two superpowers is being fought out in terms of the control of territory and 
men’s minds. Two factors are responsible for this shift: the revolution of the 
colonial and semicolonial countries of the earth against their former masters, 
and the tendency inherent in a bipolar system to transform itself into a two- 
bloc system. 
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The disappearance of the colonial frontier—that is, the consummation of 
colonial expansion—is immediately followed by, and in large measure coin- 
cides with, a reverse movement in which the objects of colonial expansion try 
to regain their independence and achieve a fundamental change in the rela- 
tions between the white and colored races. As high tide is, at the same time, 
the end stage of the ocean's forward surge and the beginning stage of its 
retreat, so does the consummation of colonial expansion signify the beginning 
of the end of colonialism itself. For when the great colonial powers reached 
the limits of their expansion, they happened to reach also the limits of their 
supreme power in the world. More particularly, the political and military 
decline of the nations of Europe was the cause, and later largely the result, of 
the colonial revolution. 

If the disappearance of the colonial frontier had not coincided with the 
decline of Europe as the power center of the world, what now, as the colonial 
revolution, has become one of the great turning points in the history of the 
world would appear in retrospect as a series of colonial revolts, unsuccessful 
like so many of their predecessors. Yet the obvious decline of the main Eu- 
ropean powers, especially as demonstrated by their defeats at the hands of 
Japan in the Second World War, invited the colonial revolution and either 
made it successful or makes its success in the foreseeable future inevitable. 
Thus what seemed to be almost inconceivable at the end of the Second World 
War had become an accomplished fact only twenty years later: the voluntary 
retreat of Great Britain from Burma, Ceylon, India, Pakistan, Malaya, Singa- 
pore, and Egypt, and its expulsion from Iran, Iraq, and Jordan; the enforced 
retreat of the Netherlands from Indonesia; the expulsion of France from In- 
dochina; the dissolution of the Belgian, British, French, and Portuguese em- 
pires in Africa into independent nations. 

One can see now in retrospect that this colonial revolution in the after- 
math of the Second World War was but the concluding chapter as well as the 
culmination of a process of decolonization that started with the American Rev- 
olution against Great Britain in the eighteenth century, continued with the 
revolutions of Latin America against Spain and Portugal, and of its European 
‘ possessions against Turkey at the beginning of the nineteenth century, and 
took a giant step forward after the First World War with the dissolution of 
the Austrian-Hungarian empire, the European part of the Russian empire, 
and the Arab components of Turkey. The last phase of the colonial revolution, 
born of the weakness of Europe, has in turn made Europe weaker still. The 
political pre-eminence of Europe throughout modern times was primarily the 
result of its predominance over the colored races. It was the technological, 
economic, and military differential between the white man of Europe and the 
colored man of Africa and Asia that allowed Europe to acquire and keep its 
dominion over the world. Its disappearance has dried up the main source of 
strength—military, economic, political—upon which the European nations 
could draw in order to make up for their inferiority in numbers, space, and 
natural resources. 
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Yet while the decline of European power gave the colonial revolution its 
chance to succeed, it did not give it its impetus. Like all genuine revolutions, 
the colonial revolution sprang from a moral challenge to the world as it was. 
This is true particularly of its most mature manifestation, the revolution of 
Asia. 

The moral challenge emanating from Asia is in its essence a triumph of 
the moral ideas of the West. It is carried forward under the banner of two 
moral principles: national self-determination and social justice. These are the 
ideas that for more than a century have in the West either guided policies, 
domestic and international, or have at least been appealed to as justifications 
for political action. In the wake of its conquests, the West brought to Asia not 
only its technology and political institutions, but also its principles of political 
morality. The nations of the West taught the peoples of Asia by their own - 
example that the full development of the individual's faculties depends upon 
the ability of the nation to which he belongs to determine of its own free will 
its political and cultural destinies, and that this national freedom is worth 
fighting for; and the people of Asia learned that lesson. The West taught the 
people of Asia also that poverty and misery are not God-given curses that man 
must passively accept but that they are largely man-made and can be reme- 
died by man; and most of the peoples of Asia learned that lesson too. It is 
these principles of national self-determination and social justice that Asia to- 
day hurls against the West, condemning and revolting against Western polit- 
ical and economic policies in the name of the West’s own moral standards. 


THE DECLINE OF THE WEST 


Present concern with the decline of the West is also caused by the obvious: 
decline of American power. The defeat suffered by United States policy in 
Indochina was not only total but ignominious. Even if defeat seven thou- 
sand miles from American shores had to be anticipated as inevitable, there 
was nothing inevitable about the American inability to retreat from an unten- 
able position with at least a modicum of poise. The natural concern with the 
decline of American power obscures the relationship between it and the de- 
cline of the West in general. More particularly, it has obscured the fact that 
the United States owes its rise to predominance after the Second World War 
to the selfsame decline of the West of which it now appears as the prime 
example. In other words, the decline of the West was preceded by the de- 
cline of the traditional nation states of Western Europe, of which the United 
States was, briefly, the main beneficiary. 

The outcome of the Second World War was decided by nations either 
completely or largely outside Europe. The material productivity and technical 
ingenuity of the United States, undamaged—in contrast to all the other com- 
batants’ systems—but greatly stimulated by the war, was a decisive factor in 
victory and reconstruction. Thus, the conjunction of the decline of the tradi- 
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tional nation states of the West and the ascendancy of the United States— 
both in consequence of two world wars—accounts for the rise of the United 
States in the context of the West's decline. 

A similar shift from the traditional nation states of the West to the United 
States can be observed on the moral plane. The First World War brought to 
the fore two challenges to the traditional moral order: Communism and fas- 
cism. Faced with the choice, many of the ruling elites chose fascism as pro- 
téction against Communism or even radical reform. They chose fascism even 
if it meant opening the gates to the enemy of the nation. “Rather Hitler than 
Blum” became the slogan of the French right, and the Vichy regime became 
the political manifestation of that moral preference. 

The United States has never had to choose between fascism and Com- 
munism, for both threats to American democracy were always remote—how- 
ever much the aberration of McCarthyism made it temporarily appear that 
Communism was the main danger to America at home and abroad. Thus, 
while the nations of Western Europe risked national disintegration in the 
struggle between democracy and the two totalitarianisms, America was able 
‘to present a united national front against the two enemies from without; first 
against the totalitarianism of fascism, then against that of Communism. The 
simplistic moral stance of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, which di- 
vided the world into good nations, evil nations, and the morally tainted neu- 
tral nations, expressed on the moral plane the political and military confron- 
tation of the Cold War. Thus the United States became the “leader of the 
free world,” both by dint of the actual distribution of political power and of 
the simple moral position it could afford to take vis-a-vis the enemies of the 
“free world.” That ascendancy of the United States to seemingly unchallenge- 
able leadership, not only in the “free world” but in the world at large, effec- 
tively concealed the actual decline of the collectivity called the Western world 
and the trends toward deterioration within the United States itself. That trend 
toward Western decline and disarray was made manifest in the ideological 
crusade of the Reagan administration against “the evil empire” of Soviet Com- 
munism, often without regard for the unity of the already weakened North 
’ Atlantic Community. 

What sapped the moral strength of the United States was not the contra- 
diction between national interest and class interest (as in Europe), but, on the 
one hand, the reduction of complex political issues to a simple moral juxta- 
position with Communism and, on the other, spectacular demonstrations of 
moral obtuseness at home and abroad. What confronted the nations of West- 
ern Europe in the aftermath of the Second World War—both as a threat and 
a challenge—was the military presence of the Red Army 100 kilometers east 
of the Rhine, the political presence of large Communist parties within their 
borders, and political, economic, and social structures and policies creating 
and maintaining the cleavages on which Communism thrives. 

Simplistic American anti-Communism was adequate to counter the So- 
viet military threat through the policy of containment. But the counter- 
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subversive programs America operated in the democratic countries of the 
West remained not only by and large ineffective but also counterproductive. 
What was difficult for the counter-subversive technicians of the American se- 
cret services to understand was that the hold which Communism had over 
many among Western peoples was not primarily, let alone exclusively, the 
result of the machinations of foreign Communist governments, but of indige- 
nous conditions exploited—but not created—from abroad. Thus, rigid ideo- 
logical commitment to a dogmatic anti-Communism, reducing a complex real- 
ity to a simple juxtaposition between good and evil, has proven untenable on 
philosophical and historical grounds—nothing short of a political and moral 
disaster. 

Committed to a precarious if not doomed status quo in a largely revolu- — 
tionary or prerevolutionary world, the United States was forced by the very 
logic of its commitment to support or create the kind of government whose 
antagonistic rhetoric left nothing to be desired and which was willing to fight 
Communism by all means fair or foul. Thus the United States found itself 
supported by, and supporting, governments throughout the world whose po- 
litical philosophy and practice were completely at odds with American prin- 
ciples of government. The protection of the “free world” from Communism 
became the main purpose of American foreign policy whether in Europe or 
Asia and Central America. In its name, or its alias, national security policies 
were pursued and outrages committed which defied the moral standards by 
which government theory and practice had traditionally been judged. 

American moral and political commitment to anti-Communism suc- 
ceeded only where the military and economic power of the United States 
could be effectively brought into play. It failed when its pure moral force was 
appealed to. Paradoxically, it failed not because the peoples whose freedom 
was at stake were not willing to listen to its message, but because America, 
the bearer of the message, did not know how to live up to it. The fear of 
Communism blocked the road to freedom. In the contest between the colon- 
ial powers of Europe and their colonies, the United States frequently took the 
side of the former, not because it was in favor of colonialism, but because it 
was afraid that Communism might be the alternative to colonialism. The 
champion of freedom became the defender and restorer of the colonial status 
quo. Making common cause with the colonial powers, it came to share with 
them the moral taint of colonialism. Thus America lost the peculiar moral aura 
which it thought had set it apart from all other nations. 

Yet while America’s indiscriminate, dogmatic opposition to Communism, 
or to what looked like Communism, compelled it to join forces with the status 
quo, its libertarianism and anti-colonialist tradition evoked its sympathies with 
the aspirations of the Third World. That world had painted a picture of its 
condition flattering to itself and disparaging to its former colonial masters and 
the industrial nations at large. Its miseries and failures are presented as the 
responsibility of the developed nations, who have the moral obligation to right 
the wrong they have done. This moral dichotomy between the “good” mem- 
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bers of the Third World and the “evil” colonial exploiters cut across the Amer- 
ican dichotomy between “good” democratic capitalists and “evil” Commu- 
nists. For many of the nations of the “free world” are sympathetic to one or 
another brand of Communism—or at least to some brand of authoritarianism 
which bears the name of “Communism” or “socialism.” 

What occurred on the moral plane, then, was the opposite of what took 
place in the arena of power. In the latter, the United States benefited at the 
expense of its associates. On the former, it profited from their disrepute. Per- 
haps not surprisingly—considering the resentment that unchallengeable 
power evokes—the unprecedented power of the United States has not been 
matched by a reputation for benevolent use of that power. That discrepancy 
produced the undoing of America’s moral position. The Third World attacked 
the United States with the same arguments that America used to argue 
against the colonialism, racism, and exploitation perpetuated by its friends. 
Arguing within its traditional moral framework, the United States had no an- 
swer when its own arguments were turned against it. It had spoken as the 
champion of the downtrodden and the exploited in the name of equality and 
freedom, and now defended in its deeds the status quo of colonialism and 
exploitation in the name of anti-Communism. 

This moral disarmament by an adversary invoking the other side’s moral 
arguments for his own purposes is no novelty; it was used brilliantly by Hitler 
in the Czechoslovakian crisis of 1938.° 

The United States—threatened materially and weakened morally by its 
association with the traditional nation states of the West—finds itself in the 
end weakened by the very magnitude of its material power. It is one of the 
paradoxes of the nuclear age that, in contrast to the experience of all previous 
history, an increase in military r is no longer necessarily tantamount to 
an increase in political power.’ The unprecedented power which modern 
technology has put into the hands of Western nations is useful only under 
extraordinary limiting conditions. Under most possible and actual circum- 
stances, that power is an empty threat and is readily disregarded by nations 
much inferior in material power. Thus the power that really counts, a few 
‘ extreme exceptions to the contrary notwithstanding, is conventional power, 
and here the gap between the United States and the other Western nations, 
on the one hand, and the non-Western nations, on the other hand, is of 
course by no means as wide as it is if one puts nuclear power into the scales. 
Consequently, when one compares the conventional power of the West with 
the conventional power of the non-Western world, one notices that the na- 
tions of the West are much less powerful than they previously appeared to be. 
That impression is strengthened when one examines the moral principles on 
behalf of which the Western nations may be willing to use conventional power 


"See p. 111. 
7See 33—4 and 140-1. 
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and with a chance for success. The defeat of the United States in Indochina 
illustrates vividly the decline of Western power—wmaterial and moral. 

It is one of the great ironies of contemporary history that the moral and 
material decline of the West has in good measure been accomplished through 
the moral and material triumphs of the West. The Third World has shaken 
off the Western yoke by invoking the principles of self-determination and 
social justice which the West had proclaimed and endeavored to put into 
practice. That, in the process, national self-determination was to become the 
ideology of new imperialisms and social justice the ideological disguise of ser- 
vitudes new and old was to be expected. What points to the moral exhaustion 
of the West is its inability to stipulate moral principles with which to justify 
its positions and interests against its enemies and detractors. 

This moral helplessness whenever the West had to contend with the use’ 
of its moral principles on behalf of its enemies—dramatically revealed in the 
Czechoslovakian crisis of 1938—has been one of the main sources of its weak- 
ness in action. It is simple and convenient to identify this weakness with one 
particular man acting in a particular episode and thus isolate the “spirit of 
Munich” from the Western moral stance in foreign policy. It is equally simple 
and convenient to decry any kind of accommodation and compromise in for- 
eign policy as “appeasement,” relying instead upon the uncompromising con- 
tainment of the enemy. Lacking credible moral standards that could guide his 
action, the statesman is reduced to either denying the moral issue altogether 
or universalizing it to the point of irrelevance. 

As we have seen, on the material plane the West has’ become vulnerable 
to the use of oil as a political weapon.® This vulnerability of highly developed 
Western industrial nations is a function of their industrial advancement. The 
shift of power from the oil-consuming to the oil-producing nations is a by- 
product of the former's industrial power. Industrial development has widened 
the gap between the advanced and backward nations in favor of the former, 
but it has supplied some of the latter with a new weapon: a quasi-monopoly 
of oil. Ironically, it is a weapon some backward nations have used against 
other backward states, illustrating the crazy-quilt patterns of international pol- 
itics. 

That weapon can be deadly, but it resembles nuclear power in that it is 
purely destructive. An oil-producing nation can bring an oil-consuming one 
to its knees, but it cannot govern it by virtue of its oil monopoly. Thus the 
potency of the oil weapon demonstrates dramatically the decline of Western 
power. Yet it indicates no substitute for that declining power—except the 
power of destruction. 

The moral and material decline of the West is an observable fact. What 
is not observable is the kind of order that could take the place of the fading 
one created and maintained by the power of the West. Instead of the outlines 
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of a new order created and supported by a new center of power, what appears 
on the horizon of the civilized world is the specter of anarchy, with legal 
arrangements, institutions, and procedures utterly out of tune with the objec- 
tive technological conditions of the age. 


POTENTIALITIES OF THE BIPOLAR SYSTEM 


The colonial revolution has profoundly altered the moral, military, and polit- 
ical relationships between Africa, Asia, and Latin America, on the one hand, 
and the rest of the world, on the other. Seen in terms of the bipolarity of 
contemporary world politics, it has created, as it were, a moral, military, and 
political no-man’s-land, neither completely nor irrevocably committed to ei- 
ther side. Will these new nations embrace Communism or democracy; and 
will they align themselves politically and militarily with Moscow, Peking, or 
WashingtonP This, then, is the challenge which the uncommitted nations 
throughout the world present to the two superpowers. 

. The latter have not been slow in taking up that challenge, for a bipolar 
political system has an inherent tendency to transform itself into a two-bloc 
system. With the flexibility of the multipolar system gone and their allies 
firmly within their respective orbits, the two superpowers can increase their 
strength in terms of prestige, territory, population, and natural resources only 
by drawing the uncommitted nations into their orbits. Their flexibility is lim- 
ited to those regions which have not yet irrevocably joined one or the other 
orbit, or have joined only under the compulsion of military occupation. Here 
the superpowers can still advance and retreat, bargain and maneuver. Here 
are still opportunities for conquest—moral, military, political. The Soviet 
Union if it could draw India into its orbit would gain an important victory in 
the struggle between East and West. Thus the two superpowers have poured 
into the uncommitted spaces the resources of their strength—moral, eco- 
nomic, military, political—trying to transform these spaces into two gigantic 
blocs that border on each other and oppose each other at the four corners of 
the earth. 


The Possibility of Its Breakup 


Yet the very prospects that make the transformation of the bipolar into a two- 
bloc system attractive to the superpowers make it repulsive to the uncommit- 
ted nations and to those nations who have been committed to one or the other 
bloc by force of circumstance and who seek to restore their freedom of action. 
The opposition to this transformation, inherent as a potentiality in a bipolar 
system, thus calls into being another potentiality. 

In this scheme of things the revolution of the nations of Asia and, more 
particularly, of China may well in the long run carry the gravest implications 
for the rest of the world. It is here that nations with space, natural resources, 
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and great masses of men are just beginning to use political power, modern 
technology, and modern moral ideas for their ends. More than a billion and a 
half people, not counting close to one billion Chinese, who thus far have been 
the objects of the policies of others have now entered world politics as active 
participants. One may well anticipate that these awakening masses will sooner 
or later come into full possession of those instruments of modern technology, 
especially in the nuclear field, which until recently have been a virtual mo- 
nopoly of the West. 

Such a development, amounting to a drastic shift in the distribution of 
power, would be more important for the future of the world than all other 
factors thus far mentioned. It might well mean the end of the bipolarity cen- 
tered in Washington and Moscow, which now puts its imprint upon world 
politics. After all, the Soviet Union is no longer uncontested in the political, 
technological, and moral leadership of world-Communism; and in terms of 
numbers and power potential, China, not the Soviet Union, is the leading 
Communist country in the world. 

The possibility of the breakup of the bipolar system in the long run is 
also suggested by a potentiality inherent in the system itself. The opposition 
of the uncommitted and unwillingly committed nations to the attraction of the 
two political poles, Washington and Moscow, runs in the same direction: to 
overcome that attraction if they could. The formation, from among these na- 
tions, of independent power centers, armed with nuclear weapons, might 
sound the death knell of the bipolar system itself. 

The bipolar system, then, contains within itself two contradictory poten- 
tialities: the tendency to expand into a two-bloc system by absorbing the un- 
committed nations of the world, and the tendency to disintegrate under the 
pull of centrifugal forces from within and the attraction of new power centers 
from within or without. 


Continuation of the Cold War 


Turning from long-run possibilities to short-run probabilities, we find it likely 
that two power blocs centered on two superpowers will continue to dominate 
the arena of world politics. From the aftermath of the Second World War 
onwards, these two blocs have faced each other like two fighters in a short 
and narrow lane. They have tended to advance and meet in what was likely 
to be combat, or retreat and allow the other side to advance into what to 
them is precious ground. Those manifold and variegated maneuvers through 
which the masters of the balance of power tried either to stave off armed 
conflicts altogether or at least to make them brief and decisive yet limited in 
scope—the alliances and counteralliances, the shifting of alliances according 
to whence the greater threat or the better opportunity might come, the side- 
stepping and postponement of issues, the deflection of rivalries from the ex- 
posed front yard into the colonial back yard—have been difficult to maintain. 
With them have gone into oblivion the peculiar finesse and subtlety of mind, 
the calculating and versatile intelligence and bold yet circumspect-decisions, 
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which were required from the players in that game. And with those modes of 
action and intellectual attitudes there has disappeared that self-regulating flex- 
ibility, that automatic tendency, of which we have spoken before,” of dis- 
turbed power relations either to revert to their old equilibrium or to establish 
a new one. 

For the two giants that today determine the course of world affairs only 
one policy has seemed to be left; that is, to increase their own strength and 
that of their allies. Most of the players that count have taken sides, and in the 
immediate future no major switch from one side to the other is likely to take 
place. Since the issues everywhere boil down to retreat from, or advance into, 
areas that both sides regard as of vital interest to themselves, positions must 
be held, and the give and take of compromise becomes a weakness each side 
seeks to avoid. 

While formerly war was regarded, according to the classic definition of 
the German philosopher of war, von Clausewitz, as the continuation of diplo- 
macy by other means, the art of diplomacy is now transformed into a variety 
_of the art of warfare. That is to say, we have lived in the period of Cold War 
where the aims of warfare were being pursued, for the time being, with other 
than violent means. In such a situation the peculiar qualities of the diplomatic 
mind are disparaged, for they have nothing to operate with and are conse- 
quently superseded by the military type of thinking. The balance of power, 
once disturbed, can be restored only, if at all, by an increase in the weaker 
side’s military strength. Yet, since no important variables in the picture are 
recognized aside from the inherent strength of the two giants themselves, 
either side must fear that the temporarily stronger contestant will use its su- 
periority to eliminate the threat from the other side by shattering military and 
economic pressure or by a war of annihilation. 

Thus the international situation is reduced to the primitive spectacle of 
two giants eying each other with watchful suspicion. They bend every effort 
to increase their military potential to the utmost, since this is all they have to 
count on. Both prepare to strike the first decisive blow, for if one does not 
strike it the other might. Thus, contain or be contained, conquer or be con- 
quered, destroy or be destroyed, become the watchwords of Cold War diplo- 
macy. 

That such has been the political state of the world does not of necessity 
result from the mechanics of the new balance of power. The changed struc- 
ture of the balance of power has made the hostile opposition of two gigantic 
power blocs possible, but it has not made it inevitable. Quite the contrary, 
the new balance of power is a mechanism that contains in itself the potential- 
ities for unheard-of good as well as for unprecedented evil. Which of these 
potentialities will be realized depends not upon the mechanics of the balance 
of power, but upon moral and material forces which use that mechanism for 
the realization of their ends. 
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The New Diplomacy of Movement 


Comparing today’s world politics with what it was as recently as the late 
1960's, one is impressed both by the drastic changes which have occurred, 
and by the continuities which have survived. The degree to which many of 
these changes were unplanned and even unanticipated by the most powerful 
nations is striking. The political world today is much less manageable—and, 
hence, much more dangerous—than the world which, roughly speaking, 
ended with Richard M. Nixon's accession to power in 1969. 

The configuration into which the political world congealed in the after- 
math of the Second World War was relatively simple and fairly easily man- 
aged. There were two power blocs, defined in ideological terms and rigidly 
grouped around two superpowers, which restrained each other through the 
mutual threat of atomic destruction; these groupings competed rather harm- 
lessly and ineffectually for the allegiance of the nations of the so-called Third 
World—that is, those who had not joined one or the other of the power blocs. 
The main issue that pitted the two power blocs against each other was the 
territorial settlement of the Second World War, especially in Central Europe; 
and it was from that unresolved issue that the Cold War arose. 

That issue was virtually liquidated by the Ostpolitik of the Federal Re- 
public of Germany. The achievements of that policy were ratified in the trea- 
ties of 1970 and 1972, which recognized the territorial status quo in Central 
Europe and renounced the “Hallstein Doctrine,” which claimed that the Fed- 
eral Republic was the sole representative of all Germany, East and West, 
which would one day be united under its control. That settlement was almost, 
but not quite complete for two reasons; one existential, the other a direct 
descendant of the central issue of the Cold War. No agreement, however 
generously worded and faithfully executed, can change the fact that West _ 
Berlin is an enclave surrounded by the territory of a hostile state. That geo- 
political situation gives the GDR (East Germany) a power for good or ill which 
the Western nations cannot match. It is this condition which can become— 
especially in conjunction with wider issues—a potent source of conflict, as 
past Berlin crises have shown. 

On the other hand, while the Federal Republic has given up the unreal- 
istic positions of the Cold War, it still holds to the proposition that Germany 
East and West forms one nation—“one nation in two states”—to be united 
one day, however remote. The genuine yet qualified détente within the area 
from which the Cold War arose was accompanied and strengthened for a time 
by an ideological thawing-out of East-West relations. Rigidity of alignments, 
which had been characteristic of the Cold War, was a function not only of 
the intractability of substantive political issues but also of the irreconcilable 
nature of ideological positions. The partial liberation of foreign policy from 
its ideological orientation cleared the road for a new diplomacy of move- 
ment which replaced the rigidities of the earlier Cold War polemics for a 
time. 
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The new diplomacy offered the politically active nations new opportuni- 
ties and confronted them with new risks—more often than not in interna- 
tional politics one nation’s opportunity turns out to be another nation’s risk. 
Thus the settlement of old issues gives rise to new ones, and advantage will 
accrue to the nation that recognizes the new issues and chooses the policies 
appropriate to them. Europe and, more particularly, the Atlantic Alliance 
provided empirical illustrations of these general propositions. 

The accompanying tendencies towards disintegration within the Atlantic 
Alliance are, of course, of long standing. Doubts about the stability of the 
American nuclear deterrent, changing perceptions of the Soviet military 
threat, concern about the American approach to negotiations on arms control, 
the economic revival of Western Europe, and divergent national interests are 
all responsible. A survey of the international issues confronting the members 
of the Alliance in the early 1960's and again in the 1970's and 1980's did not 
uncover a single one on which all the allies saw eye to eye. The leadership of 
and close co-operation with the United States—accepted in the late 1940's 
not as a matter of choice but as the condition of survival—are now widely 
‘experienced on both sides of the Atlantic as a burden to be lightened by the 
pursuit of particular national interests. 

In the measure that the cohesion of the Atlantic Alliance is loosened and 
American power and influence within it decline, the power and influence of 
the Soviet Union are likely to loom larger in the affairs of Western Europe. 
The Soviet Union, although no longer perceived as the threat it was during 
the 1940’s and 1950’s, still is objectively the colossus bestriding the Eurasian 
land mass, against whom a viable European balance of power can be main- 
tained only through the permanent military presence in Europe of the United 
States cooperating with the nations of Western Europe. In other words, the 
Atlantic Alliance has been the instrument through which the United States 
and the nations of Western Europe first restored and then maintained the 
European balance of power. 

The decline of American power and influence, therefore, tilts the balance 
of power in favor of the Soviet Union and, in consequence, increases the 
insecurity of Western Europe. Talk by American policymakers of withdrawing 
from Europe if differences persist adds to the anxiety. These nations—ambiv- 
alent towards the United States, whose support they need but resent—may 
then perceive themselves as having been abandoned by the United States and 
having to face the Soviet Union alone, unchallengeable in its military power. 
It is this state of mind which would give the Soviet Union its long-sought 
opportunity to stabilize what it calls “European” security, which is in truth a 
euphemism for its own. Seen from the vantage point of the Kremlin, Euro- 
pean security requires the reduction, if not the elimination, of American 
power on the Continent, the resultant emasculation of NATO, and the con- 
sequent isolation of the Federal Republic of Germany. The nations of West- 
ern Europe, cut loose from each other and from the United States, would 
then no longer be able to maintain a viable balance of power vis-a-vis the 
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Soviet Union and would have to accommodate themselves to the Soviet he- 
gemony over the Eurasian land mass. 

This accommodation—were the Federal Republic of Germany to join in 
it—-would signify a drastic change in the distribution of world power. The 
Western orientation of the FRG has been derived from calculations of com- 
parative political, military, and economic advantage. The vote of November 
21, 1983, by a substantial majority of the Social Democratic Party against 
deployment of cruise and Pershing II missiles suggests, however, that that 
orientation has not remained unchallenged from within the Bundesrepublik, 
even while rational calculation argued in its favor. If the development de- 
scribed above were to come to pass, rational arguments would be made in 
support of an Eastern orientation. Traditionally fearful of the “Russian bear,” 
a West Germany deprived of assured American protection would be driven 
into a neutral, if not friendly, political and military position with respect to its 
towering neighbor on the east. That position would be greatly strengthened 
by the complementary relationship of the West German and Soviet econom- 
ies. As the European pipeline dispute in the early 1980's made clear, the 
Soviet Union has obviously decided to supplement its own efforts at industrial 
modernization with a massive influx of Western technology. The Federal Re- 
public is one of the most highly developed industrial nations, dependent on 
large-scale exports for its prosperity. Once the political, military, and eco- 
nomic ties among the Western European nations and between them and the 
United States were loosened, the Soviet Union could offer a profitable alter- 
native. 

Such a development would also greatly relieve Soviet anxieties over the 
Chinese threat which—at the very least in the short run—have influenced 
the Soviet stance in world politics. The so-called policy of détente with the 
United States owed its existence not only to economic considerations and the | 
desire to destroy the Atlantic Alliance as the foundation stone of the European 
balance of power, but also to the fear of being caught in a confrontation on 
both the Eastern and Western frontiers of the Soviet Union. Insofar as the 
Soviet Union has become convinced that reconciliation with China is impos- 
sible—and, in consequence, that war with China is possible if not probable— 
it must seek to relieve the pressure which the Atlantic Alliance has exerted 
-upon its western frontiers through the policy of “containment.” 

In that search, the new American policy towards China presents both an 
opportunity and a risk. It hardly needs to be said that the normalization of 
relations between the United States and China was twenty years overdue 
when the first steps toward it were taken in 1971. These steps meant little for 
the bilateral relations between the United States and China as long as the 
United States continued to recognize the government of Taiwan and to stress 
in word and deed the validity of its commitment to that government. But 
they can mean a great deal for the new three-cornered relations among the 
United States, China, and the Soviet Union. The United States enjoys a cer- 
tain freedom of maneuver between the two other powers, which allows it to 
take advantage of the implacable hostility between them. Both must compete 
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for American support against each other, or at least prevent American support 
from going to the other side. These interests dictate self-restraint within 
rather narrow limits in the pursuit of policies which the United States might 
oppose (viz., military support of North Vietnam and of “wars of national lib- 
eration” in general), and readiness for accommodation, again within rather 
narrow limits, to American preferences. The United States, in turn, while it 
has by no means the freedom of action Great Britain enjoyed from Henry 
VIII to Sir Edward Grey as the “holder” of European balance of power, is at 
liberty to make at least small changes in its position between the two other 
powers in order to encourage policies favorable to its interests. 

China is the country that has benefited most from normalization of rela- 
tions. It has done so in two major respects. Its admission to the family of 
nations and, in particular, to the United Nations, has given it a new oppor- 
tunity to seek the leadership of the so-called “Third World of under-devel- 
oped nations’ against the two superpowers. While since 1917 the Soviet 
Union has identified itself with “the world revolution of the have-nots,” 
against imperialism both on the national and class level, China puts the two 
‘ superpowers into the same leaking imperialist boat and takes over the tradi- 
tional position which (at least in Chinese rhetoric) the Soviet Union has va- 
cated. Furthermore, the new American attitude to China has freed Japan 
from the onerous restraints which formerly made its dealings with China so 
difficult due to the close coordination of its foreign policies with those of the 
United States. While Japan could not afford to strike out on its own in nor- 
malizing its relations with China, once the United States started to do so, 
Japan followed suit. Weighing the potentialities of this new relationship be- 
tween Japan and China, one discovers complementary interests not dissimilar 
to those making possible closer West German-Soviet ties. Japan is a highly 
developed modern industrial nation, which must export on a large scale in 
order to live. China presents especially in the long run an immense under- 
developed market for industrial machinery and products. In combination, the 
two countries could indeed dominate Asia economically, politically, and mili- 
tarily. Such a combination would resemble the “Asian Co-prosperity Sphere” 
which Japan tried in vain to establish by way of conquest, but would now be 
based upon the mutual recognition of complementary interests. 

The new mobility Japan enjoys as a by-product of the American initiative 
is not limited to its relations with China. As the United States can now ma- 
neuver within narrow limits between the Soviet Union and China, so can 
Japan. For the Soviet need of foreign participation in its industrial and tech- 
nological development is a standing invitation to Japan, just as it is to West 
Germany. 

The new diplomacy of movement characterizes not only direct relations 
among the great powers but also their indirect relations through the smaller 
powers. The most striking example of this is the Middle East. Until the Oc- 
tober war of 1973, the Arab nations of the Middle East were lined up against 
Israel, each side supplied and supported by one of the superpowers. The 
rigidity of that alignment has now made way for an unprecedented flexibility 
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of American policy. Not only has the U.S. facilitated and supported the Is- 
raeli-Egyptian peace accords reached at Camp David; it has also provided aid 
to Jordan and Saudi Arabia, and shown a readiness to do the same for Syria, 
should the latter prove receptive. American policy obviously aims at the lim- 
itation, if not expulsion, of Soviet power and influence in the Middle East, 
just as Soviet policy seeks the limitation, if not expulsion, of American power 
and influence in Western Europe. If the Soviet Union might emerge from 
such changes as the predominant power in all of Europe, so might the United 
States attain a similar position in the Middle East. 

These opportunities for diplomatic maneuver were once the main stakes 
of foreign policy. Their judicious use was once the main instrument, short of 
war, by which nations tried to achieve their ends. Their usefulness has by no 
means been eliminated altogether; for it is still necessary for nations to com- - 
pete for power and other advantages, to accommodate and reconcile divergent 
interests, to settle conflicts peacefully. But that usefulness has been qualified 
by two factors which have no precedent in recorded history: (1) the divorce 
of military power from economic and political power insofar as the latter is 
derived from the former; and (2) the availability of nuclear weapons, trans- 
forming war from part of the rational continuum of foreign policy into an 
instrument for the enemy’s total destruction. 

The military impotence of well-armed and otherwise strong powers 
vis-a-vis nations weak in every respect but two (the quasi-monopolistic 
control of oil and the enormous financial resources they make available) 
points up the basic defect of contemporary world politics, the main source 
of global disorder, and the principal threat to the survival of civilization. 
It is the incompatibility of the nation state as the basic unit of political 
organization with the social forces at work in the technology of transporta- 
tion, communication, and warfare, and with the quasi-monopolistic con-. 
trol, by relatively few nations, of the products of nature necessary to 
maintain civilization and life itself. 

International disorder and its possible denouement in nuclear catastro- 
phe is a genuine if dramatic potential in contemporary world politics. Until 
recently this situation has been glossed over by the relative coherence of the 
two blocs dominated by the superpowers on the one hand, and, on the other, 
by the weakness of the Third World nations. It is exactly the new diplomacy 
of movement which threatens to bring these hidden tendencies towards an- 
archy and nuclear destruction to the fore. To create out of these disintegrative 
and destructive tendencies a “structure of peace” will test the ability of even 
the greatest of statesmen. 


Détente and Peaceful Co-existence 


Political ideas are especially susceptible to the dangers of misunderstanding 
and abuse when it is attempted to move from theory to practice. In the 
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1970's, President Richard M. Nixon sought to bring about the relaxation of 
tensions between the superpowers through a foreign policy of détente. In 
1976, President Jimmy Carter sought to redefine the meaning and content of 
détente. A debate ensued between the critics and defenders of détente. The 
fog of that debate—the product partly of genuine confusion, partly of pur- 
poseful obfuscation—continues to blur distinctions vital to an adequate un- 
derstanding of foreign policy. 

Two examples illustrate the difficulty. (1) President Nixon returned from 
Moscow in 1972 to declare that the United States and the Soviet Union had 
taken an “irreversible” step toward building a “structure of peace.” Yet the 
first lesson one learns when studying international relations is the reversibility 
of everything: of friendships, enmities, alignments, interests, means and 
ends. A cursory look at the history of Soviet-American relations (before and 
after 1972) and the relations between the Soviet Union, on the one hand, and 
Germany and China, on the other, provides vivid illustrations of that state- 
ment. As concerns a “structure” of peace, in contrast to peace pure and sim- 
ple, where is it? Where are the institutions and procedures which have made 
peace more secure than it was before détente became the watchword of the 
day? Peace between the two superpowers has been preserved not through 
détente but through the nuclear balance of terror. That balance has imposed 
effective restraints upon the foreign policies of both superpowers: take, for 
instance, the American abstention during the Hungarian Revolution of 1956 
and the Soviet occupation of Czechoslovakia in 1968, or the Soviet retreats on 
the occasions of the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 and the Middle Eastern War 
of 1973. Hence it is not far-fetched to suggest that the possibility of détente, 
too, results from that balance. Thus it is not détente that makes for peace, 
but it is the nuclear balance that makes both for detente and peace. 

(2) The late Senator Henry Jackson once suggested that the United States 
ought to work for an accommodation with China rather than with the Soviet 
Union, since that would be much easier to achieve. Underlying this sugges- 
tion is an essentially mechanistic conception of international relations. It as- 
sumes that one can interchange one power for another as friend or enemy like 
* pawns on a chessboard. If détente with the Soviet Union does not work, sim- 
ply substitute China for the Soviet Union and all will be well. By virtue of 
the military weakness of China and the absence of acute points of friction, 
tensions between the United States and China are low; hence, their abate- 
ment or elimination would indeed be easy. But it is exactly because it was 
easy—for in a sense it was already an accomplished fact—that détente be- 
tween China and the United States is not an urgent task for American foreign 
policy. Conversely, it is exactly because it és difficult that détente between 
the Soviet Union and the United States is urgent; for wherever the two su- 
perpowers confront each other directly or vicariously in hostile alignments, 
mutual nuclear deterrence is put to the test. Should deterrence fail that test 
even once, the result might bring into play mutually assured destruction, or 
MAD, as the strategists have dubbed it. 
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In order to gain perspective it may not be superfluous to remind oneself 
the literal meaning of détente. The word refers to the previous existence 
of tension which has been abated or eliminated. Since there have been many 
tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union on different levels 
of social interaction and in different geographical locations, it is futile to raise 
the question whether or not détente as an abstract, comprehensive concept 
has worked. It makes sense only to ask whether or not previously existing 
specific tensions have been abated or eliminated by Soviet and American pol- 
icies. When posed in such concrete, specific terms, the question deserves a 
positive answer—at least until the late 1970’s—with regard to three kinds of 
tensions which had formerly poisoned relations between the superpowers. 

One manifestation of such détente was the removal from overall Soviet- 
American relations of the crusading ideological fervor which during the early 
Cold War—and again in the 1980’s—transformed every contest into a Mani- 
chean conflict between good and evil, making negotiated settlements difficult 
if not impossible. Such ideological decontamination improved the interna- 
tional political atmosphere during part of the 1960's and the 1970's, an im- 
provement which in an intangible fashion improved the chances for the ne- 
gotiated settlement of substantive issues. Another manifestation of détente 
was the substantial settlement of the German question through West German 
recognition of the territorial status quo in Central Europe and, more particu- 
larly, of the East German state, and through agreement on the international 
status of West Berlin. Finally, the SALT I agreements, regulating the com- 
petition for offensive nuclear weapons and virtually eliminating it for defen- 
sive ones, the tacit observance of the moribund SALT II treaty, and continu- 
ing nuclear arms negotiations—all these at least partially reduced the tensions 
concomitant with an unregulated nuclear arms race. 

The short list of détente’s successes is counterbalanced by a long list of 
issues which remained unaffected by it; many have even been aggravated by 
its partial achievement. That is particularly true of Europe, where the confer- 
ences on European security and mutual, balanced reduction of forces remain 
deadlocked. In those instances the very fact of détente in Central Europe and 
the apparent overall lessening of frictions between the United States and the 
Soviet Union accentuated the disintegrative tendencies within NATO. In the 
Middle East, the two superpowers compete for power and influence, as they 
do in the countries bordering on the Indian Ocean. Soviet expansion, thrust- 
ing from the eastern Mediterranean through the Middle East to South Asia, 
and supported by rapidly increasing naval and military power, seems in- 
tended to move into the “empty” spaces left by the liquidation of the colonial 
empires; hence the USSR’s foreign policy has continued to create new points 
of tension. More recently, the Soviet departure from the START talks further 
illustrates the deteriorating of Soviet-American relations to the lowest point 
since the late 1940’s. 

As an abstraction, détente partakes of the same universal psychological 
appeal of concepts previously launched by the Soviet Union, such as peace 
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fostered by peace congresses, general and complete disarmament, relaxation 
of tensions, and collective security. No right-thinking person can oppose such 
concepts when presented in the form of abstract goals. Nobody in his senses 
will come out in favor of war, the arms race, more and better tensions, greater 
insecurity. Yet while Americans tend to take these abstractions at their face 
value, the Soviets have launched successful propaganda campaigns on behalf 
of them in the service of concrete political interests and goals. They have not 
suddenly discovered the virtues and benefits of détente as a universal abstrac- 
tion. What they discovered was that the burden of sustaining great military 
pressures on both their eastern and western frontiers and of simultaneously 
competing with the United States for nuclear and general technological parity 
was too heavy to bear. Hence they were receptive to West Germany's rec- 
ognition of the territorial status quo in Central Europe, which created genu- 
ine détente at the very heart of the Cold War. They sought successfully the 
same recognition on the part of the other European nations as well as the 
non-European members of NATO through the instrumentality of the Euro- 
pean Security Conference, again using the abstraction of European security 
‘as a cover for policies serving their own security. Finally and most impor- 
tantly, they sought a massive infusion of Western technology and industry 
into the lagging Soviet economic system. 

The invocation of détente as a kind of disembodied spirit, permeating 
and thereby transforming the overall relations of formerly hostile nations, has 
become a substitute for detached examination of the objective factors of inter- 
ests and power. Even so astute a statesman as Secretary of State Henry Kis- 
singer was not immune to that fallacy. Mr. Kissinger expected the Soviet 
Union to act before, during, and at the conclusion of the Yom Kippur War of 
1973 “in the spirit of détente”—but it did nothing of the kind. It acted in 
accordance with its conception of its national interest. It aided and abetted 
Arab preparations for the war, it did not inform the United States of the 
imminence of the conflict, and it called upon all Arab governments to partic- 
ipate in the war, in violation of the agreements of the 1973 summit. It op- 
posed the termination of the war as long as the Arabs were winning, and it 
- urged immediate cessation of hostilities when they were losing. It threatened 
and prepared for direct military intervention as an alternative to such cessa- 
tion. It was not the “spirit of détente” which prevented a direct military con- 
frontation between the United States and the Soviet Union but the alertness 
of the American strategic forces at a crucial point in the struggle. It was the 
threat and counter-threat of military force that preserved the peace between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, as it had during the Cuban missile 
crisis of 1962. 

Two factors are bound to throw into question the few alleged instances 
of real achievement through détente: the largely unsuccessful record in arms 
control negotiations since 1972, and the American reaction to certain domestic 
policies of the Soviet Union. The rekindled nuclear arms race has created 
tensions wiping out many of the limited gains made possible by détente. 
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Since each side suspects the other of seeking a first-strike capability, the cur- 
rent arms race introduces new instability into the present balance of terror, 
and as we have seen, it is this balance—and not détente—which has actually 
prevented the outbreak of nuclear war so far. 

The negative impact of the domestic policies of the Soviet Union upon 
détente is another observable fact. Since Woodrow Wilson’s time, the rele- 
vance of the domestic policies of a nation (particularly the character of its 
government) to the kind of foreign policy it pursues, has been a question of 
intense debate in the United States. Two different answers have been given 
to this question. One is the Wilsonian and general liberal assertion that only 
democracies can be trusted to keep their commitments and pursue peaceful 
policies, for autocracies are inherently untrustworthy and prone to deflect 
domestic discontent to foreign adventures and war. Consequently, it is the 
mission of the United States to support democratic governments and to op- 
pose and reform autocratic governments throughout the world. Underlying 
this view is the philosophic assumption, advanced most effectively by Rous- 
seau, that “the people” are good and peaceful by nature, so democratic con- 
trol of foreign policy tends toward decent and peaceful international relations. 
Thus one can not do business with dictators, but one can deal with democra- 
cies. (It should be noted in passing that Bismarck thought Prussia could not 
do business with England because the foreign policy of a parliamentary gov- 
ernment was inherently unreliable. ) 

The second answer holds that, regardless of their domestic politics or the 
character of their governments, nations try to pursue their interests in a ra- 
tional manner, and in any event foreign policy has its own laws: that are es- 
sentially unaffected by domestic circumstances. Hence, a democratic country 
like the United States has to deal with all kinds of governments, even those 
whose character and policies it morally condemns, and must take as the yard- ' 
stick for its policies the interests and power of the nations concerned. It can- 
not afford to jeopardize its own interests by indulging its domestic political 
preferences and moral judgments of other nations. It should make a pact with 
the devil himself, to paraphrase Churchill, if it is in the national interest to 
do so. No doubt this is the correct answer. Nations have in fact consistently 
taken this position, since a rational foreign policy is otherwise impossible. Yet, 
while the answer appears to be right and the practice derived from it sound, 
the story does not end there. 

International peace and order are a function of the balance of power— 
that is, of an approximately equal distribution of power among several nations 
or a combination of nations, preventing any one of them from gaining the 
upper hand over the others. It is this approximate, tenuous equilibrium that 
provides whatever peace and order exists in the world of nation states. 

But the equilibrium does not operate mechanically, as the “balance” met- 
aphor would seem to indicate. Rather, it requires a consensus among the 
nations involved in favor of the maintenance—or, if it should be disturbed, of 
the restoration—of the balance of power. In other words, the dynamics of the 
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arrangement are embedded in a moral framework without which, in the long 
run, it cannot operate. The participants must give their moral approval, in 
theory and more importantly in practice, to the principles of the balance of 
power itself in order to make it work. The eighteenth century was one of the 
classic balance of power periods precisely because a strong moral consensus 
supported the concept as a political mechanism. 

The practical question demanding an answer today is: Does a common 
morality, similar to that of the eighteenth century, unite the nations of the 
world—or at least the United States and the Soviet Union? Who can give a 
positive response to this question? The superpowers are united not by a com- 
mon morality but only by the fear of nuclear war that might destroy them 
both. By seeking a second-strike capability so strong as to approach the level 
of a first strike, even this elemental striving for self-preservation is qualified 
by the implicit effort to gain a decisive advantage ensuring one's survival at 
the expense of the other's demise. 

There is no escaping the conclusion that in the Soviet Union, and to a 
lesser degree in the United States, in place of the common morality that is 
‘indispensable for a viable balance of power and genuine détente, we have a 
national morality resting on the belief that the government has a monopoly of 
truth and virtue and that the people are merely children who must be guided, 
if not coerced, to do the government's bidding. The Soviet Union, moreover, 
has added to the traditional practices of Czarist despotism the devices of mod- 
ern totalitarianism. These devices keep virtually the whole population in ig- 
norance about what is happening in their own country and the rest of the 
world, and reduce to a minimum physical and intellectual contacts with the 
outside world. For reality they substitute a patchwork of metaphysical notions 
called—quite unfairly to Marx and Lenin— Marxism-Leninism. 

A government that cuts itself and its people off from objective contact 
with the outside world becomes the prisoner of its own propaganda: it cannot 
pursue a foreign policy capable of recognizing, let alone respecting, those self- 
imposed moral limitations that are the basis of a viable balance of power pol- 
icy. It does not follow that a relaxation of domestic totalitarianism would au- 
‘ tomatically call forth a more rational foreign policy. It would, however, re- 
move an important obstacle to such a policy by making possible the 
beginnings of a dialogue among different schools of thought within the Soviet 
Union—after the model of the great debates that preceded and followed great 
decisions in American foreign policy. Such a dialogue would at least have a 
chance of clarifying positions and contributing to the slow and painful growth 
of a political and moral consensus more in keeping with that of the rest of the 
world. 

What makes the character and domestic policies of Soviet government of 
vital concern to the outside world is its refusal to become part of a “system of 
arts, and laws, and manners” that is the lifeblood for the balance of power, 
and would make genuine détente possible. Were the Soviet Union part of 
such a system, one would indeed not need to care on political grounds about 
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how autocratic and despotic its government might be. But as long as the So- 
viet Union remains outside such a system, at best indifferent and at worst 
hostile to it, the rest of the world has a vital interest in the character of the 
Soviet government and of its domestic policies. If the Kremlin abated its pres- 
ent totalitarian practices by allowing its people a modicum of freedom of 
expression and movement, it would be taking the first step toward joining and 
in a sense re-creating a system that would itself be a manifestation of détente 
and provide the moral framework for the balance of power. 

Thus serious interest in the totalitarian excesses of the Soviet government 
is not simply unwarranted meddling in the affairs of another sovereign nation 
in a misguided spirit of liberal reform. Nor does it solely express humanitarian 
concern or serve to placate public opinion at home. Foremost, it is at the 
service of that basic interest which the United States and the Soviet Union 
have in common: survival in the nuclear age through a viable balance of 
power and genuine détente. 

The French philosopher Fénelon, in his advice to the grandson of Louis 
XIV, from which we have quoted before,' gave an account of the different 
types of the balance of power. In assessing their respective advantages and 
weaknesses, he bestowed the highest praise upon the opposition between two 
equally strong states as the perfect type of the balance of power. He said: 


The fourth system is that of a power which is about equal with another and which 
holds the latter in equilibrium for the sake of the public security. To be in such 
a situation and to have no ambition which would make you desirous to give it up, 
this is indeed the wisest and happiest situation for a state. You are the common 
arbiter; all your neighbors are your friends, and those that are not make them- 
selves by that very fact suspicious to all the others. You do nothing that does not 
appear to have been done for your neighbors as well as for your people. You get 
stronger every day; and if you succeed, as it is almost inevitable in the long run 
by virtue of wise policies, to have more inner strength and more alliances than 
the power jealous of you, you ought to adhere more and more to that wise mod- 
eration which has limited you to maintaining the equilibrium and the common 
security. One ought always to remember the evils with which the state has to 
pay within and without for its great conquests, the fact that these conquests bear 
no fruit, the risk which one runs in undertaking them, and, finally, how vain, 
how useless, how short-lived great empires are and what ravages they cause in 
falling. 

Yet since one cannot hope that a power which is superior to all others will 
not before long abuse that superiority, a wise and just prince should never wish 
to leave to his successors, who by all appearances are less moderate than he, the 
continuous and violent temptation of too pronounced a superiority. For the very 
good of his successors and his people, he should confine himself to a kind of 
equality. 


‘See page 235. 
*OEuores (Paris, 1870), Vol. II, pp. 349-50. 
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The distribution of power which Fénelon envisaged distinctly resembles 
the distribution of power which exists between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. The potentially beneficial results of an equilibrium between 
two independent powers, inaintaining that equilibrium through moderate 
competition, were impressed upon the French philosopher by the contempla- 
tion of history, and they have been impressed upon us by contemporary ex- 
perience. Yet the relationship between bipolarity of power and political sta- 
bility is not a modern discovery. The ancients knew of it and tried to create 
it through the artifice of constitutional arrangements. Thus Sparta was gov- 
erned by two kings, and the Roman Republic by two consuls, of equal power. 
A similar relationship existed between the two military leaders of the Iroquois 
Confederation and the two civil heads of the medieval city of Augsburg.* 

Such an equilibrium is always threatened by its inherent instability. This 
instability is the result of the dynamics of the struggle for power. It is this 
threat to which the bipolar equilibrium between the United States and the 
Soviet Union is constantly exposed. That threat is magnified by the character 
of modern war which, under the impact of nationalistic universalism and mod- 
‘ern technology, has undergone truly revolutionary changes. It is here that we 
find the last of the fundamental changes that distinguish contemporary world 
politics from the international politics of previous ages. 





3Cf Kurt H. Wolff, editor, The Sociology of Georg Stmmel (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1950), 
pp. 138 ff. The terms “relaxation of tensions” and “détente” are really synonyms of “peaceful 
coexistence,” used to refer to the peculiar relationship between two superpowers of approxi- 
mately equal strength. 





Total War 


identified in its emotions and convictions with the wars of its nation, (2) the 
fraction of the population participating in war, (3) the fraction of the popula- 
tion affected by war, and (4) the objective pursued by war. When Fénelon 
wrote at the beginning of the eighteenth century, war was limited in all these 
respects and had been so limited since the beginning of the modern state 


Let us take as an extreme example of this type of limited warfare the 
Italian wars of the fourteeth and fifteenth centuries. These wars were fought 


hired as soldiers for their own armies, but they could not be put to financial 
gain after they had been slain. The condottieri were not interested in decisive 


skilled maneuvers and tactical artifices to compel the enemy to give up his 
positions and retreat, losing Prisoners rather than wounded or dead! Thus 


"See the description by Sir Charles Oman, A History of the Art of War in the Middle Ages 
(London: Methuen and Company, Ltd., 1924), Vol. II, p. 304: “For the combatants had no 
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Machiavelli can report a number of fifteenth-century battles, some of great 
historic significance, in which either nobody at all or only one man was killed, 
and he not by enemy action but by falling from his horse. 

Machiavelli’s account may be exaggerated, but there can be no doubt 
that those wars” were the manifestations of a type of limited war which pre- 
vailed, with the sole significant exceptions of the Wars of Religion and the 
Napoleonic Wars, throughout modern history up to the First World War. 
One of the great military leaders of the eighteenth century, the Marshal of 
Saxe, proclaimed the very same principle of warfare that guided the condot- 
tieri of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when he said: “I am not at all 
in favor of battles, especially at the beginning of a war. I am even persuaded 
that an able general can wage war all his life without being compelled to give 
battle.” At the turn of that century, Daniel Defoe observed: “Now it is fre- 
quent to have armies of fifty thousand men of a side at bay within view of one 
another, and spend a whole campaign in dodging, or, as it is genteelly called, 
observing one another, and then march off into winter quarters.”*® On January 
12, 1757, in a letter to his son, the Earl of Chesterfield described the wars of 
‘his times in these terms: 


. even war is pusillanimously carried on in this degenerate age; quarter is 
given; towns are taken, and the people spared: even in a storm, a woman can 
hardly hope for the benefit of a rape.‘ 


On the other hand, when that epoch of limited war had come to a close, 
Marshal Foch, in lectures given in 1917 at the French War College, summed 
up the old and the new—total—type of war: 


Truly a new era had begun, that of national wars which were to absorb into the 
struggle all the resources of the nation, which were to be aimed not at dynastic 
interests, not at the conquest or possession of a province, but at the defense or 
spread of philosophic ideas first, of principles of independence, unity, immaterial 
advantages of various kinds afterwards. They were destined to bring out the in- 
terest and faculties of each soldier, to take advantage of sentiments and passions 
never before recognized as elements of strength. . . . On one side; intensive 
use of human masses fired by strong feelings, absorbing every activity of society 





if this were not the case, al] mercenaries were more or less brothers in arms, and despised the 
tyrant or the bourgeoisie which paid them. Moreover, a prisoner was worth to his captor not only 
the value of his horse and armour, but also a ransom, while a dead man could pay nothing. Hence 
victories became ridiculous—a tactically beaten corps made no great effort to escape, because 
surrender meant no more than pecuniary loss. And there was a possibility that the victor might 
offer them the chance of enlisting in his ranks—in which case the captive would not even lose 
horse and arms.” 

®Contemporaries distinguished between “good” and “bad” wars, the former corresponding to 
the type of war discussed in the text, the latter referring to the ferocity of the Swiss, especially 
in their encounters with German landsknechts, who reciprocated in kind. 

3Quoted after John U. Nef, “Limited Warfare and the Progress of European Civilization, 
1640-1740,” The Review of Politics, Vol. 6 (July 1944), p. 277. 

‘Charles Strachey, editor, The Letters of the Earl of Chesterfield to His Son (New York: G. P. 
Putnam’s Sons, 1901), Vol. II, p. 321. 
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and conforming to their needs the material parts of the system, such as fortifica- 
tions, supplies, use of ground, armament, encampments, etc. 

On the other side, the 18th century side: regular and methodical use of these 
material parts which become the foundation of various systems, differing of 
course with time but aiming always to control the use of troops, in order to 
preserve the army, property of the sovereign, indifferent to the cause for which 
it fights but not without some professional qualities, especially as regards military 
spirit and tradition.* 


It is significant in this context that the phrase Fénelon used in the early 
eighteenth century to characterize the battles of the religious wars—“Either 
you are vanquisher or vanquished”—reappears in Foch’s characterization of 
the new world wars of the twentieth century: 


. . . If the defeated side only comes to terms when it has no means left of dis- 
cussion, the aim must be to destroy its means of discussion. A decision by arms, 
that is, the only judgment that counts because it is the only one that makes a 
victor or a vanquished; it alone can alter the respective situations of the oppo- 
nents, the one becoming master of his actions while the other continues subject 
to the will of his adversary.® 


WAR OF TOTAL POPULATIONS 


That in the new age of warfare the masses of individual citizens identify them- 
selves fully with the wars in which their country is engaged is strikingly illus- 
trated by two factors, one moral, the other empirical. 

The moral factor is the revival, in the twentieth century, of the doctrine 
of just war; that is to say, of the distinction between belligerents whose par- 
ticipation in war is justified in ethics and law, and those who are not consid- : 
ered to have the legal and moral right to take up arms. This doctrine domi- 
nated the Middle Ages, but with the ascendancy of the modern state system 
it was watered down to the vanishing point. As Professor Ballis has pointed 
out in reference to the development of the doctrine in the sixteenth century: 
“The notion of the mediaeval schoolmen on a just war—guilt on one side and 
righteousness on the other—practically vanished. There came in its place the 
idea that the Sovereign was to make war as an accuser and as a judge.” As a 
result, the new doctrine “widened by casuistry the chances for making vir- 
tually any kind of war just.”” ! 

Throughout the period of limited warfare, the distinction between just 
and unjust war remained at best ambiguous and was finally abandoned in the 
nineteenth century when war was considered to be a mere fact, the conduct 


*Ferdinand Foch, The Principles of War, translated by J. de Morinni (New York: H. K. Fly, 
1918), pp. 31-2. 

“Ibid., pp. 39, 42~3. 

"William Ballis, The Legal Position of War: Changes in Its Practice and Theory from Plato to 
Vattel (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1937), pp. 102-3. 
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of which was subject to certain moral and legal rules, but of which all states 
had a legal and moral right to avail themselves at their discretion. In this 
view, war was an instrument of national and, more particularly, of dynastic 
policy to be used alternately or simultaneously with diplomacy, as the govern- 
ment saw fit. 

For the masses of a people to identify themselves wholly with such a war 
was obviously impossible. For such an identification, a moral issue was 
needed for whose defense or attainment war was to be waged. In other words, 
war had to be just on one’s own side and unjust on the side of the enemy in 
order to evoke moral enthusiasm in support of one’s own cause and hostile 
passion against the enemy. Perhaps soldiers of fortune and professionals 
would be willing to lay down their lives without this justification, but not 
citizens-in-arms. Nationalism in the Napoleonic Wars and in the German and 
Italian wars of national unification in the nineteenth century, and nationalistic 
universalism in the two world wars of the twentieth, have supplied that prin- 
ciple of justice and, with it, that passion and enthusiasm which have re- 

stored to masses of fighting men the willingness to conquer and die for an 
- idea. 

The vehicle upon which the ideas of nationalism and nationalistic univer- 
salism rode to victory was universal military service through conscription. 
Neither mercenaries nor the riffraff pressed into military service nor the good 
people kidnapped into it, all of which made up the rank and file of armies in 
the period of limited warfare before the nineteenth century, could be ex- 
pected to be inspired by moral and ideal considerations. Their main interest 
to avoid battle and stay alive coincided with the desire of their leaders to keep 
the financial investment and the risks low by trying to win wars through ma- 
neuvering rather than fighting. Under Frederick the Great, two thirds of the 
Prussian Army were recruited from foreign mercenaries. One third of the 
Prussian Army that opposed the armies of the French Revolution in 1792 still 
consisted of mercenaries, and its inept maneuvering, aimed primarily at the 
avoidance of battle, expressed well the spirit of its soldiers who did not know 
for or against what they fought. “The French system of conscription,” said the 
Duke of Wellington referring to the French and English armies of that pe- 
riod, “brings together a fine specimen of all classes; our army is composed of 
the scum of the earth—the mere scum of the earth.” 

During the period of limited warfare, desertions not only of individuals 
but of whole units were common. A mercenary, or an army of mercenaries, 
would serve one employer in the spring and another in the fall, according to 
the benefits to be expected. If his contract was only for one fighting season, 
this procedure was perfectly regular; yet he would not hesitate to follow it 
regardless of contractual obligations if he was dissatisfied with the wages and 
working conditions under his old master. 

It was especially effective in labor disputes of this kind for a contingent 
of mercenaries to look for another employer immediately before a battle or 
during a siege. Thus in 1521, at the siege of Parma, three thousand Italians 
deserted the French Army and went over to the other side. In October 1521, 
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the Swiss contingent of the French Army in Italy was within a few weeks 
reduced through desertion from twenty thousand to six thousand men. The 
following spring, the new contingent of Swiss went on strike the day before 
the battle of Bicocca, virtually dictating the French battle plan, with the re- 
sult that the Swiss attack was beaten back and the battle lost. In the opposing 
camp during the same battle, the German contingent is reported to have 
demanded double pay for staging a counterattack, neither of which was forth- 
coming. A few days before the battle of Pavia in 1525, six thousand Swiss and 
two thousand Italians left the French Army, although they had received their 
full pay. Their desertion reduced the strength of the French Army by almost 
one third. 

During the religious wars of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, 
whole armies changed sides time and again. In the eighteenth century, the 
losses armies suffered from desertion exceeded the losses in battle, and the 
practice was so widespread that it was inadvisable for armies to camp or ma- 
neuver in poorly visible terrain and in other than close formation. To keep 
enough men in the field, Frederick the Great was forced to pay rewards to 
deserters who returned to their units within six months. 

Military service was widely used as alternative punishment for crimes. 
The Landgrave of Hesse, for instance, who was opposed to capital punish- 
ment, used to send criminals under sentence of death to his regiment, and it 
was general practice to give insolvent debtors the alternative between serving 
their sentence or enlisting in the army. The general contempt in which armies 
of this kind were held was commensurate with their morale. They were, as a 
contemporary of Frederick the Great put it, “animated neither by a spirit of 
patriotism nor by loyalty to their prince.” They were kept together only by 
iron discipline and the prospect of rewards; and in view of their social origin, 
their social prestige, and the character of the wars fought by them, this could 
not have been otherwise.° 

In order to have an army that was capable of identifying itself wholly 
with the cause of a war, it was necessary to have a cause that could unite a 
large mass of men behind it and an army that was homogeneous in terms of 
that cause. When Protestants and Catholics fought each other over the issue 





*Another variety of a imited war, of which the British were masters, has been well described 
by an anonymous author in the Edinburgh Review, Vol. I (January 1803), p. 357: “Those states, 
which are the most injured by the operations of war, are also the richest in superfluous stock. 
They have contrived a species of pecuniary commutation of war, similar to the commutation of 
military service, which paved the way for the introduction of standing armies: they have managed 
to turn off the battle from their gates, by paying less wealthy allies for fighting in their cause at 
a safe distance. The operations of war are in this manner rendered very harmless, and a founda- 
tion is laid for their gradual disuse. A few useless millions, and a few still more useless lives are 
sacrificed; the arts of peace continue to flourish, sometimes with increased prosperity; and the 
policy of preferring to purchase defeat at a distance, rather than victory at home—of paying allies 
for being vanquished, rather than gain the most splendid triumphs on their own ground—has 
been amply rewarded by the safety, increased resources, and real addition of power, which re- 
sults from an enjoyment of all the substantial blessings of peace, with the only real advantages of 
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of w.aose religion should prevail, the unifying cause and the mass of men 
capable of being unified under that cause had materialized. When, in the 
period of limited warfare, wars were fought for the succession to a throne, the 
possession of a province or town, or the glory of the monarch, the two pre- 
requisites were present for that fraction of the nobility which considered mil- 
itary service for the monarch as its hereditary privilege, but for nobody else. 
With the defense by the French nation-in-arms of the revolutionary freedoms 
against foreign aggression, a homogeneous army again had a cause to which it 
could be loyal and for which it was willing to die. The French law of 1793, 
making military service compulsory for all able-bodied men between the ages 
of eighteen and twenty-five, was the first legislative recognition of the new 
character of war. 

While even an army originating in universal military service might fail to 
identify itself wholly with the cause of the war it is fighting, it can safely be 
said that as a rule only an army so constituted will be fully capable of that 
identification. Thus it is not by accident that the period of limited warfare 
coincides in the main with a morally indifferent conception of war fought by 
_ heterogeneous armies whose main cohesive force was compulsion and the 
love of adventure and money. On the other hand, total war is coeval with the 
nation-in-arms imbued with the conviction of the justice of the war it is fight- 
ing. 

Thus it was only consistent that, with the termination of the Napoleonic 
period and the restoration of the Bourbons and their dynastic foreign policies, 
conscription was abolished in France, to be re-established only by the Third 
Republic. What the law of 1793 was for France, the laws of 1807 and of the 
following years were for Prussia. They abolished the hiring of mercenaries, 
prohibited the enlistment of foreigners, and culminated in the law of 1814 
proclaiming the duty of every citizen to defend his country. Both the France 
of the revolution and the Prussia of the War of Liberation used conscription 
as an instrument of the national spirit against foreign aggression, the former 
against the Prussia of the ancien régime, the latter against the France of Na- 
poleonic imperialism. 


WAR BY TOTAL POPULATIONS 


When in the twentieth century the character of war again changes and its 
purpose transforms itself from national liberation and unification into nation- 
alistic universalism, the participation of the population in war is correspond- 
ingly enlarged. Now not only able-bodied men are conscripted, but, in total- 
itarian countries, women and children as well. In the nontotalitarian 
countries, the auxiliary services of women—Wacs, Waves, and the like—are 
requested on a voluntary basis. Everywhere, however, all the productive 
forces of the nation are harnessed to the purposes of warfare. Whereas, in the 
period of limited warfare, war was of little concern to the population at large, 
which was primarily affected by it through increased taxation, the wars of the 
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twentieth century have become everybody’s business, in the sense not only 
of nationalistic identification but also of military or economic participation. 

Two factors are responsible for this development: the increase in the size 
of armies and the mechanization of warfare. The size of armies has increased 
enormously in the twentieth century, both absolutely and relative to the total 
population. In the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries, the size 
of armies, while steadily increasing, was counted in the tens of thousands. In 
the Napoleonic Wars, some armies reached a number of several hundred 
thousand men. In the First World War, armies for the first time passed the 
million mark, and the Second World War saw military establishments in ex- 
cess of ten million men. 

The proportion of the population engaged in military service in the dif- 
ferent periods of modern history roughly corresponds to these absolute fig- — 
ures. To mobilize 1 per cent of the population for military services in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was an enormous undertaking that was 
rarely achieved; on an average no more than one third of 1 per cent of the 
population was mobilized during that period. In the First World War, the 
great European powers called 14 per cent of their populations to arms. In the 
Second World War, the corresponding figure for the main belligerents was 
somewhat lower. It exceeded 10 per cent probably only in the case of the 
United States, the Soviet Union, and Germany. This decrease is accounted 
for by the enormously increased mechanization of warfare. 

Mechanization in weapons, supplies, transportation, and communica- 
tions, together with the increase in size (which even at 10 per cent of the 
population is still ten times more than the maximum attained in previous 
centuries) requires the productive effort of virtually the total working popu- 
lation if the military establishment is to be kept fit for war. It has been esti- 
mated that the productive efforts of at least a dozen men are needed to keep | 
one man in the battle line. In the Second World War the armed forces of the 
great military powers, such as Germany, the Soviet Union, and the United 
States, exceeded ten million. Even if one takes into account that only a frac- 
tion of these forces were actually combatants and that the majority were ser- 
vice troops, the numbers of the civilian population supplying all of them with 
weapons, transportation, communications, clothing, and nourishment must 
have comprised the overwhelming majority of the working population. Thus 
modern war has indeed become war by total populations. 


WAR AGAINST TOTAL POPULATIONS 


War has become total not only in the sense of everybody being a prospective 
participant in war but also in the sense of everybody being a prospective 
victim of warfare. The comparative figures of losses in war, unreliable though 
they are in detail, are eloquent on that point. To take France as the nation 
that in modern history has been regularly engaged in the great wars of the 
epoch, and to take as an example the percentage, computed by decades, of 
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the French population killed or wounded in war from 1630 to 1919, we find 
that from 1630 to 1789, the outbreak of the French Revolution, the maximum 
is 0.58, the minimum 0.01 per cent. In the period from 1790 to 1819, which 
is roughly the period of the Napoleonic Wars, the figure rises steeply to 1.48, 
1.19, 1.54 per cent, respectively, while it sinks in the period from 1820 to 
1829, coincident with the revival of dynastic foreign policies, to the low of 
0.001. While the figures for the remainder of the nineteenth century fit 
closely into the general picture presented by the whole period, the figure for 
the second decade of the twentieth century, the period of the First World 
War, rises to the all-time high of close to 15 per cent. It is also significant that 
while the whole period from 1630 to 1829 shows for only one decade, 1720— 
29, no war losses at all, there are five such decades in the nineteenth century 
alone, the century of colonial expansion. 

The picture is similar when we consider the figures for deaths in military 
service by centuries. The figures for Great Britain show the typical curve, 
slumping in the nineteenth century and rising steeply in the twentieth. Great 
Britain had fifteen deaths in military service per thousand deaths for the total 
‘ population in the seventeenth century, fourteen in the eighteenth, six in the 
nineteenth, and forty-eight in the twentieth up to 1930. The corresponding 
figures for France show a considerable rise in the eighteenth and no slump in 
the nineteenth century because of the interruption of the period of limited 
warfare by the Napoleonic Wars. The figures are eleven for the seventeenth 
century, twenty-seven for the eighteenth, thirty for the nineteenth, and sixty- 
three for the twentieth up to 1930. The destructiveness of modern war, ex- 
pressed in these figures, is still more strikingly revealed by the fact that in the 
preceding centuries far more military losses were caused by disease than by 
armed action. In consequence, losses through military action have increased 
relatively and absolutely to an enormous extent in the twentieth century. 

Unprecedented since the end of the religious wars are the losses the 
civilian populations have suffered through military action in the wars of the 
twentieth century. There can be little doubt that the total civilian losses due 
to military action in the Second World War surpass the total military losses. 
The number of civilians killed by the Germans through measures of deliberate 
extermination alone is estimated at close to twelve million. While the French 
record of close to 15 per cent of the total population killed or wounded in the 
First World War has not even been approximated by France in the Second 
World War, the share of the civilian population in the total losses has greatly 
increased. The same is true of the Soviet Union, which must have lost during 
the Second World War in killed and wounded close to 10 per cent of the total 
population.® Thus, as regards civilians, the trend toward an enormous in- 


°as to the contradictory figures of the Russian losses, see Dudley Kirk, Europe's Population 
in the Interwar Years (Series of League of Nations Publications. II. Economic and Financial. 
1946. II. A. 8), p. 69, note 24, p. 70, note 28; The World Almanac (1946), p. 44; (1947), p. 521; 
(1048), p. 552; (1949), p. 326. The estimate in the text is derived from the preponderant estimates 
in these sources. 
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crease in the destructiveness of modern war has continued. The invention of 
new destructive methods of warfare, either not used at all in the preceding 
world wars, such as bacteriological warfare, or used only on a small scale, 
such as poison gas and nuclear weapons, ensures a continuation and further 
acceleration of that trend for both civilians and military personnel. 


THE MECHANIZATION OF WARFARE 


The enormously increased destructiveness of twentieth-century warfare, for 
combatants and civilians alike, is the result of the mechanization of warfare. 
Its effects in this respect are twofold: the ability to eliminate an unprece- 
dented number of enemies through one single operation or the accelerated 
multiple operation of a weapon, and the ability to do so over long distances. 
Both developments started in the fourteenth century with the invention of 
gunpowder and its use for artillery. But it was only in the late nineteenth 
century that these developments were speeded up to a considerable extent, 
and only our time has witnessed such an enormous acceleration of these 
trends as to amount to a revolution in the technology of war. 


The Mechanization of Weapons 


The extreme slowness of these developments in the first six centuries of their 
history and the extreme rapidity in the seventh is illustrated by the history of 
artillery. The guns with which the Turks besieged Constantinople in 1453 
could fire cannon balls weighing eight hundred pounds at a range of a mile, 
their rate of fire being seven rounds per day and one per night. In 1650 a 
cannon carrying a nine-pound shot had a point-blank range of 175 yards, while | 
two hundred years later the same range of an English nine-pounder smooth- 
bore was 300 yards. As Cervantes put it when artillery had just been in- 
vented: 


Happy the blest ages that knew not the dread fury of those devilish engines of 
artillery, whose inventor I am persuaded is in hell receiving the reward of his 
diabolical invention, by which he made it easy for a base and cowardly arm to 
take the life of a gallant gentleman; and that, when he knows not how or whence, 
in the height of the ardor and enthusiasm that fire and animate brave hearts, 
there should come some random bullet, discharged perhaps by one who fled in 
terror at the flash when he fired off his accursed machine, which in an instant 
puts an end to the projects and cuts off the life of one who deserves to live for 
ages to come.! 


At the end of the eighteenth century, artillery was still regarded in most 
countries, with the one notable exception of France, as a subordinate and 


‘Miguel de Cervantes, The History of Don Quixote de la Mancha, Part 1, Chapter 38. 
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somewhat unbecoming weapon with which a gentleman would rather have 
nothing to do. Even Frederick the Great asked contemptuously what was 
valuable about artillery, and what art there was in shooting well. Yet, only a 
few decades later, Napoleon could say: “It is with the artillery that war is 
made,” and it has been estimated that in the century following this remark 
the efficiency of artillery increased ten times. 

The low esteem of the most potent and, together with the musket, lone 
representative of the mechanization of warfare remained traditional in the 
Prussian army. In the eighteenth century, this contempt may not have been 
altogether without justification in view of the extreme slowness of loading, the 
inaccuracy of the aim, and the limited range (a maximum of 2,000 yards). But 
the nineteenth century witnessed a progress in the rapidity of fire and the 
range of firearms which foreshadowed the revolution of the twentieth. While, 
for instance, in 1850 the number of bullets fired by a smooth-bore muzzle 
loader by a thousand men in one minute was 500 and their range about the 
same as it had been for the musket of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eigh- 
teenth centuries—that is, close to 300 yards—the corresponding figures for 
the needle gun are 1,000 rounds and 2,200 yards; for the 1866 model, 2,000 
rounds and 2,700 yards; for the 1886 model, 6,000 rounds and 3,800 yards; 
and for the repeating rifle with charger in 1913, 10,000 rounds and 4,400 
yards. Between 1850 and 1913, the rapidity of fire had increased twentyfold 
and the range expanded sixteen times. Yet today we have machine guns that 
fire 1,000 rounds a minute, making 1,000,000 for a thousand men where there 
were only 10,000 in 1913, and even semiautomatic shoulder rifles, such as the 
Garand, are able to fire 100 aimed rounds per minute; that is, ten times more 
than the fastest small arms in 1913.” 

How great the progress made in this respect was between 1850 and 1913, 
and how overwhelming between 1913 and 1938, becomes apparent from a 
comparison with the slow progress made between 1550 and 1850. In the mid- 
sixteenth century, the range of the hand cannon was about one hundred 
yards, and one round in two minutes was about the best rate of fire attainable. 
In the First World War the maximum range of heavy artillery—with great 
inaccuracy in aim and excessive wear on the gun, which was worn out after a 
maximum of thirty rounds—did not exceed 76 miles (attained only by the 
German 18.4-inch guns). By contrast, today guided missiles—that is, contain- 
ers of explosives traveling under their own power—have, for practical pur- 
poses, unlimited range. The range of a fully loaded bomber capable of return- 
ing to its base after the execution of its mission was in the neighborhood of 
1,500 miles at the end of the Second World War and has since been increased 
to exceed considerably 6,000 miles. Thus, while at the turn of the century the 
maximum distance within which a nation could attack a point in enemy terri- 


*These figures are theoretical in that they refer to the optimum attainable under ideal con- 
ditions. It goes without saying that under actual battle conditions these figures are considerably 
less; yet their relationship will remain approximately what it is under theoretical conditions. 
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tory was a few miles, it hdd increased in the First World War to 76 miles for 
artillery and a few hundred miles for—ineffective and lightly loaded—air- 
craft, and in the Second World War to about 1,500 miles; it has now become 
unlimited. Warfare in the second half of the twentieth century, then, has 
become total in that virtually the whole earth is apt to be made the theater of 
operations by any country fully equipped with the technological instruments 
of the age. 

The extension of the range of instruments of war to the whole earth can 
mean much or little for the character of modern war and its bearing upon 
contemporary world politics, according to whether or not the increase in the 
destructiveness of war has kept pace with the increase in the range of its 
weapons. Through the enormous increase in destructiveness which has ac- 
tually occurred during this century, and more particularly since the Second 
World War, modern war has transformed the potentialities of the total range 
of its weapons into the actuality of total war. 

Until the invention of artillery, and aside from naval warfare, one military 
operation by one single man was as a matter of principle capable of eliminat- 
ing no more than one single enemy. One strike with a sword, one thrust with 
a spear or a pike, one shot from a musket would at best yield one disabled 
enemy. The first step toward mechanization taken at the end of the Middle 
Ages when gunpowder was used in warfare did not at first increase the ratio 
of one to one between military operation and eliminated enemy. Rather the 
reverse was the case. The loading and firing of an early musket, for instance, 
required as many as sixty different motions, executed generally by more than 
one man, and then the aim was so poor that only a small percentage of the 
shots fired would hit the target, eliminating one man. As for cannon, a con- 
siderable number of men were needed to bring it into position and load it, 
and the inaccuracy of the aim vitiated much of that collective effort. When a 
shot hit the target, the victims of one shot were at best counted by hardly 
more than the score. 

The situation changed rapidly only with the invention of the improved 
machine gun in the latter part of the nineteenth century. With this weapon 
one man in one operation could fire hundreds of rounds with the optimum 
effect, never attained under actual battle conditions, of eliminating in one 
operation nearly as many enemies as there were shots fired. The radical im- 
provement of artillery, starting in about the same period, and succeeding de- 
velopments in the fields of air and gas warfare, brought about a considerable 
increase in the number of enemies which could be eliminated in one opera- 
tion by one or very few men. The number was certainly still to be counted 
by the hundreds in the First World War, whose staggering losses are in the 
main accounted for by the machine gun mowing down charging infantry. 
Even during virtually the whole of the Second World War the number of 
victims of one direct hit by a blockbuster could hardly have exceeded the 
thousand mark, and it has been estimated that the total number of bombs 
dropped approximately equaled the total number of lives lost by bombard- 
ment from the air. _ 
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Nuclear warfare and, as a potentiality, bacteriological warfare have 
wrought in this respect a revolution similar to, yet far exceeding in magni- 
tude, the one that the machine gun achieved a few decades earlier. A few 
men dropping one atomic bomb at the end of the Second World War disabled 
well over a hundred thousand of the enemy. With atomic bombs increasing 
drastically in potency, and the defense remaining as powerless as it is now, 
the number of the prospective victims of one nuclear bomb, dropped over a 
densely populated region, will be counted in the millions. The destructive 
power of a few of the most potent nuclear bombs equals that of all the bombs 
dropped during the Second World War. The potentialities for mass destruc- 
tion inherent in bacteriological warfare exceed even those of the most potent 
nuclear bomb, in that one or a few strategically placed units of bacteriological 
material can easily create epidemics affecting an unlimited number of people. 

But weapons capable of destroying millions of people anywhere on earth 
can do no more than that and are to that extent a mere negative element in 
the scheme of things military and political. They may be able to break the 
will of the enemy to resist; but by themselves they cannot conquer and keep 
what has been conquered. Reaping the fruits of total war and transforming 
them into permanent political gains require the mechanization of transporta- 
tion and communications. 


The Mechanization of Transportation and Communications 


Nowhere, indeed, has mechanical progress in the last decades been more 
staggering than with regard to the ease and speed of transportation and com- 
munications. It can safely be said that the progress achieved in this respect 
during the first half of the twentieth century is greater than the progress in 
all of previous history. It has been remarked that the thirteen days which it 
took Sir Robert Pee] in 1834 to hurry from Rome to London in order to be 
present at a cabinet meeting were exactly identical with the travel time al- 
lowed a Roman official for the same journey seventeen centuries earlier. The 
best travel speed on land and sea throughout recorded history until nearly 
the middle of the nineteenth century was ten miles an hour, a speed rarely 
attained on land. In the early twentieth century, railroads had increased the 
speed of travel by land to sixty-five miles an hour on the fastest train, six and 
a half times what it had been throughout history. Steamships had speeded up 
travel by sea to thirty-six miles an hour, three and a half times the previous 
maximum. Today the maximum speed of a passenger plane exceeds six 
hundred miles per hour; that is, ten and twenty times, respectively, mere 
than the best travel speed about four decades ago. The supersonic passenger 
plane more than doubles these figures. 

In 1790, it took four days in the best season to go from Boston to New 
York, a distance somewhat exceeding two hundred miles. Today the same 
time is sufficient for circling the globe, regardless of season. In terms of travel 
speed, Moscow is today as close to New York as Philadelphia was a century 
and a half ago, and the whole earth is considerably smaller than were the 
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America. How rapid this development has been, especially in the last few 
years, leaving far behind the expectations even of expert observers, is strik- 
ingly illustrated by the question Professor Staley asked in 1939, while dis- 
cussing the problems with which we are here concerned: “Is three hundred 


The significance of mechanical progress for passenger travel is virtually 
identical with its significance for transportation of goods, because the mechan- 
ical means in both cases are virtually identical. The only difference might be 
found in the even greater rapidity of the mechanical development of the land 


goods at maximum speeds, before the invention of the railroad the limitations 
of space and of power imposed greater limitations upon the speed of the land 
transport of goods than of persons. The introduction of railroads in Germany 
before the middle of the nineteenth century increased the speed of the trans- 
portation of goods eight times, while the corresponding increase for persons 
was hardly more than fivefold. 

The corresponding development is, however, incomparably more rapid 
in the field of oral and written communications. Here mechanical progress 
has far outstripped that in transportation of persons and goods. Before the 
invention in the nineteenth century of the telegraph, the telephone, and the 
undersea cable, the speed of the transmission of oral or written communica- 
tions was identical with the speed of travel. That is to say, the only way to 
transmit such communications, aside from visible signals, was by the usual 
means of transportation. The nineteenth-century inventions reduced the 
speed needed for the transmission of such communications from what had 
formerly been days and weeks to hours. Radio and television have made the 
transmission instantaneous with the utterance. 


WAR FOR TOTAL STAKES 


These mechanical developments make the conquest of the world technically 
possible, and they make it technically possible to keep the world in that con- 
quered state. It is true that there have been great empires before. The Ma- 
cedonian Empire stretched from the Adriatic to the Indus, the Roman Em- 


“Eugene Staley, World Economy in Transition (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 
1939), p. 13. 
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pire from the British Isles to the Caucasus, and Napoleon's conquests from 
the borders of Gibraltar to Moscow. Yet these great empires either did not 
last or they lasted only because of an overwhelming differential in civilization, 
technical and otherwise, in favor of the ruling power over the subject peoples. 
The expansion of the Roman Empire illustrates this point. Many of its moves 
resemble colonial expansion into politically empty spaces rather than the 
overpowering of first-rank competitors. The other empires, however, could 
not last and fell far short of conquering all of the known political world be- 
cause they were lacking in those technological resources necessary for the 
subjugation and permanent control of great masses of people dispersed over 
wide expanses of territory. 

The technological prerequisites for a stable world-wide empire are essen- 
tially three in number: (1) enforced social integration through centralized con- 
trol over the minds of the subjects of the empire, (2) superior organized force 
at any point of possible disintegration within the empire, and (3) permanency 
and ubiquity of these means of control and enforcement throughout the em- 
pire. None of these three military and political prerequisites has been 
achieved in the past, yet they are within the reach of our time. 

Then the means of communication were nonmechanical or, where me- 
chanical, they were strictly individualized and, hence, decentralized. News 
and ideas could be transmitted only by word of mouth, by letters, or through 
the printing press that one individual could operate in his home. In this field, 
then, the would-be conqueror of the world had to compete on an approxi- 
mately equal footing with an unlimited number of rivals. He could put his 
rivals into prison or condemn them to death if he was able to identify and 
apprehend them. But he could not smother their voices through a monopoly 
or near-monopoly of the collection and dissemination of news, of press, radio, 
and moving pictures. Nineteen centuries ago, St. Paul could go from city to 
city and write letters to the Corinthians and Romans, spreading the gospel, 
which was about all that the representatives of the official polytheistic religion 
of the Roman Empire could do, and when he was executed he left thousands 
of disciples doing what he had done in ever more effective and widespread 
‘competition with the representatives of the state. What could St. Paul do in 
the world empire of tomorrow without a newspaper or magazine to print his 
messages, without a radio network to carry his sermons, without newsreel and 
television to keep his likeness before the public, probably without a post of- 
fice to transmit his letters, and certainly without a permit to cross national 
frontiers? — 

The means of violence, as we have already pointed out, were in former 
times largely nonmechanical and always individualized and decentralized. 
Here, too, the would-be founder of a world empire met his future subjects, 
barring superior organization and training, on a footing of approximate equal- 
ity. Either side had virtually the same weapons with which to cut, to thrust, 
and to shoot. The conqueror, in order to maintain his empire, would have 
had to achieve the impossible by establishing everywhere actual superiority 
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of organized force against all possible opponents. Thus the inhabitants of Mad- 
rid could on May 3, 1808, raise against the French conqueror the same arms 
which the latter had at his disposal and drive him from the city. Today the 
government of a world empire, apprised of a similar situation by radio, would 
send within a few hours a squadron of bombers and a score of transports 
loaded with parachutists, mortars, and tanks—weapons of which it would 
have a monopoly or near-monopoly—to the insurgent city and squelch the 
revolt with ease. The very threat of the intervention of such overwhelming 
force, ready to strike at any place at a moment's notice, would discourage the 
mere thought of revolt. 

Finally, the mechanization of transportation has relieved the would-be 
founder of a world empire from that dependency upon favorable climate and | 
geographical location which proved the undoing of Napoleon and prevented 
less dynamic and less tempted leaders from even conceiving the idea of world 
conquest. The one great impediment to world conquest in this respect was 
the necessity, lasting well into the nineteenth century, to stop fighting during 
the late fall, winter, and early spring; for it was impossible to protect the army 
in the field against the weather and supply it with the necessities of life and 
the implements of war. Thus the enemy, if he was not overpowered beyond 
the hope of recovery in one campaign, was given a chance to prepare himself 
for a new campaign in the next fighting season. War, then, resembled a box- 
ing match in which the intermissions after each round were long enough vir- 
tually to assure the comeback of the weaker opponent, provided he was not 
knocked unconscious. Under such circumstances, to think of world conquest 
would have been sheer folly, for the work of conquest done in one fighting 
season had to be largely redone in the next. Since victory was less the result 
of conquest and annihilation than of the comparatively greater exhaustion of 
the vanquished, even the victor would have been far from possessing the 
resources necessary to take on new enemies every spring until he had con- 
quered the world. 

Yet, even if he had been brazen enough to start on the road to world 
conquest, he could not have gone far. Incapable of maintaining actual supe- 
riority of armed strength throughout the conquered territories, he would have 
been constantly faced with the likelihood of revolts prepared and executed 
without his being able to meet them in time. The slowness of communications 
and the technical difficulties of transportation would have made it impossible 
for the would-be conqueror of the world to consolidate whatever permanent 
conquests he might have been able to make. The further he extended the 
limits of his empire, the greater would be the probability of his downfall. 
When Napoleon’s empire had reached the zenith of its power in 1812, it was 
also closer to its disintegration than ever before. For while Napoleon was 
fighting at the fringes of his domain, pushing them ever farther away from the 
French sources of his power, the victims of his conquest could prepare behind 
his back for liberation. When they struck, aided by the largely uncommitted 
and unconquered resources of Great Britain and Russia, the main bulk of 
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Napoleon’s forces was far away and had to be brought back to the scene of 
revolt in defiance of the winter season and with tremendous losses, to be 
beaten at the spot that not the conqueror but the conquered had chosen. 

Today the prospective conqueror of the world has technical means at his 
disposal for stabilizing beyond recall gains once made, for within the con- 
quered territory the superiority of organized force, of which we have spoken 
above, is at his disposal everywhere and at all times, regardless of season and 
distance. An incipient revolt occurring a thousand miles from the next con- 
centration of his air force takes place in a distance of about five miles in terms 
of the Napoleonic technology of transportation, and happens just around the 
corner in terms of the Napoleonic technology of communications. In other 
words, the conqueror is in a position to put all the modern techniques of 
mass propaganda into operation almost instantaneously in order to dissuade 
the disaffected from their undertaking. Within the span of a few hours, he 
can bring his superiority in organized force to bear upon the revolution- 
aries. | 
Thus a conquest once made is made for good, from the point of view of 
the technological possibilities and barring, of course, blunders by the govern- 
ment, outside intervention, or political and military contingencies from within 
the empire. With these qualifications, a people once conquered will stay con- 
quered, for it has no longer the means to revolt, and the chances are that the 
conqueror, through his monopolistic control of the means of communications, 
will have deprived it of the will to revolt as well. For as Edmund Burke has 
said: “Let us only suffer any person to tell us his story, morning and evening, 
but for one twelve-month, and he will become our master.”® 

Today no technological obstacle stands in the way of a world-wide empire 
if the ruling nation is able to keep its superiority in the technological means 
of domination. A nation that has a monopoly of nuclear weapons and of the 
principal means of transportation and communications can conquer the world 
and keep it conquered, provided it is capable of keeping that monopoly and 
control. First of all, it will be able to mold the minds of the citizens of its 
world empire into a uniformity of submissiveness, of which the totalitarian 
‘societies of the recent past and present have given us fair samples. On the 
assumption of a reasonably effective government, the will to revolt will at best 
be scattered and, in any case, will lack political and military significance. Sec- 
ond, any attempt at revolt will meet with the speedy reaction of superior 





“The failure of the plot against Hitler in 1944 well illustrates this enormous superiority of the 
government in the face of an attempted revolt, even if staged by part of the armed forces. It 
shows, in particular, the decisive importance of modern mass communications, controlled by the 
government; for it was for all practical purposes the voice of Hitler, speaking over the radio to 
the people and to some of the leaders of the revolt, which decided the issue in favor of the 
government. Cf. the excellent account in Allen W. Dulles, Germany's Underground (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1947). 
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power and is thus doomed to failure from the outset. Finally, modern tech- 
nology makes it possible to extend the control of mind and action to every 
corner of the globe regardless of geography and season. 


TOTAL MECHANIZATION, TOTAL WAR, 
AND TOTAL DOMINION 


This analysis of the mechanization of modern war and of its military and po- 
litical implications would not be complete if it did not consider the over-all 
mechanization of Western culture, of which the mechanization of warfare is 
but a particular manifestation. For without that over-all mechanization the 
modern nations would never have been able to put mass armies into the field ' 
and keep them supplied with provisions and arms. Total war presupposes 
total mechanization, and war can be total only to the degree to which the 
mechanization of nations waging it is total. 

From the beginning of history to the American Civil War and the 
Franco-Prussian War of 1870, all military movements were executed by mus- 
cular power. Men would carry themselves and the implements of war either 
with their own muscles or with those of animals. All military movements, as 
well as the size and quality of arms and armies, were limited by the natural 
quantity and quality of the available muscular power of men and beasts. It 
was the German army that in 1870 for the first time used railroads systemat- 
ically as a means of transportation, after they had been used sporadically dur- 
ing the Civil War. The Germans thus gained a considerable strategic and 
tactical advantage over the French. 

As late as 1899, during the Boer War, as many as thirty-two oxen were 
used for drawing one five-inch gun. The slowness of the movement, the nat-' 
ural limitations of numbers which no human effort could overcome, and the 
requirements for the procurement and the transport of fodder made a war 
thus waged slow and cumbersome. It was the energy supplied not by muscle, 
but by coal, water, and oil, in the form of the steam engine, the turbine, the 
electric motor, and the internal combustion engine, that multiplied by many 
times the productivity of men in peace and war. Professor James Fairgrieve, 
speaking primarily of Great Britain, vividly describes the contribution of coal 
to this development: 


Then into this world of agriculture and pasture and little market towns with a few 
ports and governmental cities there came, a little more than a century and a half 
ago, the beginnings of the Industrial Revolution. Coal, which up til then had 
been used here and there merely for domestic purposes, came to be used to drive 
machines which would do far more work than the individual man or animal, or 
even a number of men or animals could do. Man harnessed energy outside him- 
self to do the things which before then he had to do himself with his own hands. 
Here was a tremendous new store of energy, not food energy at all, by which 
things could be done which could not be done before. Man has been able to use 
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energy on a far vaster scale. . . . A man’s clothing is prepared for him to the 
last stitch, so that there is very little clothes-making in the home. His food is to 
a very great extent made ready for his table, with the result that even in his 
home there is far less preparation of it, and in great cities food preparation on a 
large scale is such an industry that he may at almost any hour of the day or night 
obtain such a meal as suits his pocket or his palate. . . . 

It has been calculated that the coal used in our factories alone, all other uses 
whatsoever being excluded, gives the equivalent of the energy of 175,000,000 
hard-working men, and in such a useful form as men could never supply. The 
power of Greece, whereby she achieved such great things in all directions of 
human progress, was largely based in the first instance on the work done by the 
servile class. On the average each Greek freeman, each Greek family, had five 
helots whom we think of not at all when we speak of the Greeks, and yet these 
were the men who supplied a great part of Greek energy. In Britain, we may 
say, every family has more than twenty helots to supply energy, requiring no 
food and feeling nothing of the wear and tear and hopelessness of a servile life. 
With a population of 45 million men, women and children, Britain’s factories are 
worked by 175 million manpower more. In comparison with the energy supplied 
by machines in which things are made to move by purely mechanical means, the 
physical energy supplied by the fewer than 20 million men and women scarcely 
counts. We have become a nation of engineers, pressing buttons and pulling 
levers, oiling and packing, so that the great social machine will work smoothly 
and as easily as possible. The inanimate helots grind our corn, make our clothes, 
fetch our food from the ends of the earth, carry us hither and thither to work and 
play, print our news and our books of wisdom, and perform numberless services 
of which the Greeks never dreamed. . . . There are fifty inanimate slaves of the 
furnace for every man, woman and child in the United States... .° 


The savings in labor by virtue of this mechanization are enormous. To 
quote Professor Fairgrieve again: “Between 1855 and 1894 the time of human 
labour required to produce one bushel of Indian corn on an average was re- 
duced from four and a half hours to under three-quarters of an hour. Between 
1830 and 1896 the time of human labour required to produce a bushel of 
wheat was reduced from three hours to ten minutes.”’ American farm pro- 
_ duction in 1952 was the largest in history, while in the same year the number 
of people employed in agriculture was the lowest for more than eighty years. 
While in technologically backward countries up to 90 per cent of the popula- 
tion is engaged in agriculture, the percentage of the total population working 
in agriculture in the United States declined from 50 per cent in 1870 to less 
than 20 per cent in 1940. And while from 1910 to 1914 approximately one 
third of the population of the United States was engaged in farming, produc- 
ing 12.4 per cent of the national income, the corresponding figures were 22.7 
per cent of the population and 7.8 per cent of the national income in 194], 


“Geography and World Power (8th ed.; London: University of London Press, Ltd., 1941), 
pp. 314-7, 326. (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) 
‘Ibid., pp. 323—4. 


410 International Politics in the Contemporary World 


15.9 per cent of the population and 6.4 per cent of the national income in 
1952, 6.8 per cent of the population and 2.5 per cent of the national income 
in 1964, and 3.1 per cent of the population and 2.8 per cent of the national 
income in 1981. 

Professor Hornell Hart reports the following examples illustrating the 
same trend in industry: 


Until 1730 spinning, for example, was all done by hand: the spinner slowly and 
laboriously drew out one strand at a time. During the past 200 years machinery 
has so revolutionized the process that one operative takes care of 125 spindles, 
all turning at a speed of 10,000 revolutions per minute. In the Philippines, where 
industry is still in the ancient man-power stage, a cargo of copra is loaded by 200 
to 300 coolies, in San Francisco, with its Machine-Age economy, 16 men unload 
the ship in one quarter of the time required to load it. The effciency of the men 
working with power-machinery is fifty times that of the man-power loaders. One 
steam shovel does the work of 200 unskilled men; a glass blowing machine takes 
the place of 600 skilled workers; one automatic electric bulb machine produces 
as much as 2300 workers could formerly.°® 


In the middle of the nineteenth century, 22 per cent of the physical work 
in the United States was done by men, 51 per cent by animals, 27 per cent 
by mechanical devices. In 1900 the corresponding figures were 15, 33, and 
48 per cent. In 1948 men did 4 per cent of the physical work, animals did 2 
per cent, and 94 per cent was performed by mechanical devices. As a result 
of this mechanical revolution, the output of goods per man-hour of work in- 
creased more than fivefold during that period. In 1966, one man-hour of farm 
labor produced more than five times as much food as it did in 1920 and one 
farm worker fed thirty-two people while in 1945 he fed only twelve. 

A number of industrial processes have virtually eliminated human labor 
altogether; mechanization has here become automation. This is true particu- 
larly in the production of hydroelectric power, which takes place without the 
presence of a single worker and is controlled by automatic electric signals. 
The production of pulp paper is entirely automatic from the feeding of the 
fluid pulp into the machinery to the emergence of the rolled paper. The same 
is true of the printing of newspapers from the feeding of the empty pulp into 
the machine to the emergence of the folded end product. The manufacture of 
rayon and silk, of steel and automobiles, and the production and canning of 
food, especially the processing of flour, have been mechanized with similar 
effects upon the increase in productivity and the displacement of muscular 
labor. While, owing to the small degree of mechanization in many productive 
processes, the over-all results of mechanization are considerably less impres- 
sive than these most spectacular examples would indicate, the trend is so 
general and so radical in some of the most important fields of production as 





*The Technique of Social Progress (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1931), p. 134. 
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to amount to a revolution—the greatest in recorded history—of the produc- 
tive processes of mankind. 

It is this revolution in the productive processes of the modern age that 
has made total war and world-wide dominion possible. Before its advent war 
was bound to be limited in its technological aspects. The productivity of a 
nation was not sufficient to feed, clothe, and house its members and to keep 
large armies supplied with the implements of war for any length of time. 
More particularly, national economies operated on so narrow a margin above 
the mere subsistence level that it was impossible to increase to any apprecia- 
ble extent the share of the armed forces in the national product without en- 
dangering the very existence of the nation. In the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, it was not at all unusual for a government to spend as much as, or 
more than, two thirds of the national budget for military purposes. A few 
times during that period military expenses consumed more than 90 per cent 
of the total outlay of the government; for military expenditures had, of course, 
precedence over all others, and the national product was too small to be taxed 
extensively for other purposes. Thus it was not by accident that before the 
nineteenth century all attempts at universal military service failed; for, in the 
interest of keeping national production going, the productive classes of the 
population had to be exempt from military service. Only the scum that was 
unable to engage in productive enterprises and the nobility that was unwilling 
to engage in them could safely be conscripted. 

The Industrial Revolution and, more particularly, the mechanization of 
agricultural and industrial processes in the twentieth century, have had a tri- 
ple effect upon the character of war and of international politics. They have 
increased enormously the total productivity of the great industrial nations. 
They have, furthermore, reduced drastically the relative share of human labor 
in the productive processes. They have, finally, together with the new tech- 
niques in medicine and hygiene, brought about an unprecedented increase in 
the population of all nations. The increase in productivity thus achieved ex- 
ceeds by far the increased demands upon the national product caused by the 
higher standard of living and the greater number of consumers. Excess in 
’ productivity is now available for new purposes, and it can be guided into the 
channels of total war. The new energy created by the machine, and much of 
the human energy that a century and a half ago was still absorbed in the 
business of keeping alive, can now be employed for military purposes, either 
directly by way of military service or indirectly through industrial production. 

The human energy now available for war is not muscular energy only. 
The machine age has lightened immensely the intellectual and moral burden 
of keeping one’s self and one’s dependents fed, clothed, and protected from 
the elements and from disease—which endeavors a century and a half ago 
still absorbed most of the vital energies of most men. Moreover, the ma- 
chine age has provided most men with an amount of leisure that only few 
men have ever had before. Yet, paradoxically enough, by doing so it has freed 
tremendous intellectual and moral energies that have gone into the building. 
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of a better world, but that have also gone into the preparation and the waging 
of total war. This concatenation of human and material forces, freed and cre- 
ated by the age of the machine, has given war its total character. 

It has also given total war that terrifying, world-embracing impetus which, 
seems to be satisfied with nothing short of world dominion. With his intellec- 
tual and moral energies no longer primarily concerned about this life, nor any 
more able to be deflected toward concern with the life thereafter, modern 
man looks for conquests, conquest of nature and conquest of other men. The 
age of the machine, which has sprung from man’s self-sufficient mind, has 
instilled in modern man the confidence that he can save himself by his own 
unaided efforts here and now. Thus the traditional religions, negating that 
confidence and relying upon divine intervention, have become bloodless im- 
ages of themselves. The intellectual and moral lifeblood of modern man 
streams into the political religions that promise salvation through science, rev- 
olution, or the holy war of nationalism. The machine age begets its own 
triumphs, each forward step calling forth two more on the road of technolog- 
ical progress. It also begets its own victories, military and political; for with 
the ability to conquer the world and keep it conquered, it creates the will to 
conquer it. 

Yet it may also beget its own destruction. Total war waged by total pop- 
ulations for total stakes under the conditions of the contemporary balance of 
power may end in world dominion or in world destruction or in both. For 
either one of the two contenders for world dominion may conquer with rela- 
tively small losses to itself; or they may destroy each other, neither being able 
to conquer; or the least weakened may conquer, presiding over universal dev- 
astation. Such are the prospects that overshadow world politics in the second 
half of the twentieth century. 

Thus we have gone full circle. We recognized the driving element of 
contemporary world politics in the new moral force of nationalistic universal- 
ism. We found a simplified balance of power, operating between two inflexi- 
ble blocs, to be the harbinger of great good or great evil. We discovered the 
menace of evil in the potentialities of total war. Yet the element that makes 
total war possible—the mechanization of modern life—makes possible also 
the moral force that, through the instrumentality of total war, aims at total 
dominion. The three great revolutions of our age—the moral, political, and 
technical—have this in common: they support and strengthen each other and 
move in the same direction—that of a global conflagration. Their coincidence 
in time and their parallel] development aggravate the threat to the survival of 
Western civilization, which each of them carries independently. 

The concatenation of these revolutions has had three important results: 
the permanent decline of Europe as the center of the political world, the rise 
of two superpowers to unchallenged prominence, and the emergence of Asia 
as an independent political and moral factor. Just as the political emancipation 
of Asia from Europe coincides with its assumption of moral opposition to the 
West, so does the rise of Washington and Moscow as political centers of the 
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world coincide with their transformation into the seats of universal political 
religions. The decline of Europe as the political, moral, and technological 
center of the world is a mere by-product of the destruction, through its world- 
wide expansion, of the delicate social mechanism of the modern state system, 
of the spread of modern technology from Europe to the four corners of the 
earth, of the triumph of Europe's moral ideas in Asia. Europe has given to 
the world its political, technological, and moral achievements, and the world 
has used them to put an end to the pre-eminence of Europe. 

Against this somber picture of contemporary world politics and its poten- 
tialities, we must examine the foremost problem of our time: the problem of 


peace. 
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THE PROBLEM OF PEACE IN OUR TIME 


Two world wars within a generation and the potentialities of nuclear warfare 
have made the establishment of international order and the preservation of 
international peace the paramount concern of Western civilization. War has 
always been abhorred as a scourge. As the rise of the territorial state trans- 
formed the Holy Roman Empire from the actual political organization of 
Christendom into an empty shell and a legal fiction, writers and statesmen 
reflected more and more on substitutes for the lost political unity of the West- 
ern world. Erasmus in the sixteenth century, Sully, Eméric Crucé, Hugo 
Grotius, and William Penn in the seventeenth, and the Abbé de Saint-Pierre, 
Rousseau, Bentham, and Kant in the eighteenth were the great intellectual 
forerunners of the practical attempts undertaken in the nineteenth and twen- 
tieth centuries to solve the problems of international order and peace. 

Of these attempts, the Holy Alliance, the Hague Peace Conferences of 
1899 and 1907, the League of Nations, and the United Nations are the out- 
standing examples. These organizations and conferences, together with other 
less spectacular endeavors to shape a peaceful world, were made possible by 
‘four factors—spiritual, moral, intellectual, and political—which started to 
converge at the beginning of the nineteenth century and culminated in the 
theory and practice of international affairs prevalent in the period between 
the two world wars. 

Since the time of the Stoics and the early Christians, there has been alive 
in Western civilization a feeling for the moral unity of mankind which strives 
to find a political organization commensurate with it. The Roman Empire was 
such a political organization of universal scope. After its downfall, the Roman 
Empire remained throughout the ages a symbolic reminder of the unity of 
the Western World, and the ultimate goal and standard which inspired Char- 
lemagne no less than Napoleon and determined the policies of the Holy Ro- 
man Empire until the beginning of the religious wars. It is not by accident 
that the dissolution of the Holy Roman Empire in 1806 coincided with Na- 
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poleon’s attempt to revive it and antedates by little less than a decade the 
beginning of that period of modern history which has made the restoration of 
international order one of its major objectives. 

The moral root of these attempts to establish a stable and peaceful inter- 
national order is to be found in the increase in the humaneness and civilized 
character of human relations which the last centuries have witnessed in the 
Western world. The philosophy of the Enlightenment and the political theory 
of liberalism postulated respect for human life and the promotion of human 
welfare. The great political and social reforms of the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries drew their inspiration from these postulates. To extend the reign of 
law, peace, and order to the international sphere was then the great human- 
itarian task that the modern age had to solve. 

The intellectual factor promoting this development is connected with the 
rise of the commercial classes first to social and then to political importance. 
With them rose to prominence the commercial and scientific spirit which 
dreaded war and international anarchy as irrational disturbances of the calcul- 
able operations of the market. “A war in the midst of different trading na- 
tions,” the French philosopher Diderot noticed, “is a fire disadvantageous to 
all. It is a process which threatens the fortune of a great merchant and makes 
his debtors turn pale.”' According to Kant, “the commercial Spirit cannot co- 
exist with war.”* Thus, toward the end of the eighteenth century, it had be- 
come the conviction of many that war was obsolete or in any case an atavism 
that a concerted rational effort of humanity could banish from the earth with 
relative ease. 

It was, however, the cataclysm of the Napoleonic Wars that demon- 
strated the need for supplementing with practical measures the theoretical 
quest for the solution of the problem of international order and peace. The 
importance of the Napoleonic Wars in this respect is twofold. They destroyed 
the balance of power and threatened temporarily to replace it with a universal 
empire. While this factor passed with the definitive defeat of Napoleon in 
1815, the other element has threatened the stability of the modern state sys- 
tem for a century and a half and has not yet spent its force. This other ele- 
ment is nationalism. The idea of nationalism, evoked by the French Revolu- 
tion and carried by the Napoleonic conquests through Europe, challenged the 
principle of dynastic legitimacy, which had been the organizing principle of 
the modern state system and was still the foundation of the peace settlements 
of 1815. 

The convergence of these four experiences at the beginning of the nine- 
teenth century and their dynamic release into the political arena through the 
shock of the Napoleonic Wars provided the intellectual and moral energy that 
has sustained for the last century and a half the search for alternatives to war 
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and international anarchy. This search, in so far as it has left the realm of 
mere ideas, hopes, and admonitions and has materialized in actual measures 
and institutions of an international character (it is with the latter that we are 
here alone concerned), has been carried on through three different media: (1) 
limitation of the destructive and anarchical tendencies of international poli- 
tics, (2) transformation of international politics by eliminating its destructive 
and anarchical tendencies altogether, and (3) accommodation of divergent in- 
terests by depriving the destructive and anarchical tendencies of international 
politics of their rational objectives. 

Of the attempts to achieve peace through limitation, the most persistent 
has been that of disarmament. 


HISTORY OF DISARMAMENT 


Disarmament is the reduction or elimination of certain or all armaments for 
the purpose of ending the armaments race. It is believed that, by doing away 
with one of the typical manifestations of the struggle for power on the inter- 
national scene, one can do away with the typical effects of that struggle: in- 
ternational anarchy and war. 

Four basic distinctions must be kept in mind: Between disarmament and 
arms control, between general and local disarmament, between quantitative 
and qualitative disarmament, and between conventional and nuclear disar- 
mament. While disarmament is the reduction or elimination of armaments, 
arms control is concerned with regulating the armaments race for the purpose 
of creating a measure of military stability. When we speak of general disar- 
mament, we refer to a kind of disarmament in which all the nations concerned 
participate. Examples are the Washington Treaty for the Limitation of Naval 
Armaments of 1922, signed by all major naval powers, and the World Disar- 
mament Conference of 1932, at which practically all members of the com- 
munity of nations were represented. We speak of local disarmament when 
only a limited number of nations are involved. The Rush-Bagot Agreement of 
1817 between the United States and Canada is an example of this type. Quan- 
titative disarmament aims at an over-all reduction of armaments of most or all 
types. This was the goal of most nations represented at the World Disarma- 
ment Conference of 1932. Qualitative disarmament envisages the reduction 
or abolition of only certain special types of armaments, such as the aggressive 
weapons Great Britain tried to have outlawed by the World Disarmament 
Conference of 1932, or nuclear weapons, the abolition and control of which 
were discussed by the Atomic Energy Commission of the United Nations and 
were the object of the so-called SALT Agreements (Strategic Arms Limitation 
Treaty) and START (Strategic Arms Reduction Talks) between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. The distinction between nuclear and conven- 
tional weapons bears upon the political and military preconditions for arms 
control and disarmament. 
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The history of the attempts at disarmament is a story of many failures 
and few successes. Both failures and successes point up the fundamental prob- 
lems raised by disarmament as a device to insure international order and 


peace. 


The Failures 


The first practical step in favor of disarmament as a measure of general 
pacification” coincides with the beginning of that period of international rela- 
tions in which statesmen to an ever increasing extent have dedicated their 
‘efforts to the establishment of international peace and order. In 1816, the 
Czar of Russia proposed to the British government the “simultaneous reduc- 
tion of the armed forces of every kind.” The British monarch replied by sug- 
gesting the implementation of the Russian proposal in the form of an inter- 
national conference where the military representatives of all powers should 
determine the respective strength of the armies of each power. Austria and 
France expressed their sympathies with the proposal, which, however, was 
not seriously considered by any of the governments and thus remained with- 
out any practical results. In 1831, the French government made similar pro- 
posals to the representatives of the great powers. These proposals were favor- 
ably received, but nothing more was heard of them. The same must be said 
of the proposals Napoleon III made in 1863, 1867, and 1869 for a general 
reduction of armaments. In 1870, immediately before the outbreak of the 
Franco-Prussian ,War, Great Britain, on the instigation of France, twice ap- 
proached the Prussian government on the question of the reduction of arma- 
ments, but without success. Another such approach, this time undertaken by 
Italy in 1877, was similarly rejected by Germany. The First Hague Peace 
Conference of 1899 had as one of its main purposes the limitation of arma- 
ments and of military budgets. It was attended by the representatives of 
twenty-eight nations, among them all the major powers. The results of the 
deliberations of the Conference with regard to disarmament are embodied in 
two resolutions that speak for themselves. The committee in which these de- 
liberations took place declared that it was “of opinion that the restriction of 
military charges, which are at present a heavy burden on the world, is ex- 
tremely desirable for the increase of the material and moral welfare of man- 
kind.”* The full Conference, in adopting this resolution, expressed “the wish 
that the governments taking into consideration the proposals made at the 
Conference may examine the possibility of an agreement as to the limitation 
of armed forces by land and sea, and of war budgets.” 

The Second Hague Peace Conference of 1907 , attended by forty-four na- 
tions, confirmed “the resolution adopted by the Conference of 1899 in regard 

4 


*There were a few steps toward local disarmament in the eighteenth century. 
‘James Brown Scott, The Proceedings of The Hague Peace Conference. The Conference of 
1899 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1920), p. 390. 
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to the limitation of military expenditure; and inasmuch as military expendi- 
ture has considerably increased in almost every country since that time, the 
Conference declares that it is eminently desirable that the governments 
should resume the serious examination of this question.”” The President of 
the Conference, the Russian delegate, summed up the efforts of both Confer- 
ences wth regard to disarmament by thus commenting on this resolution: “If 
the question was not ripe in 1899, it is not any more so in 1907. It has not 
been possible to do anything on these lines, and the Conference today finds 
itself as little prepared to enter upon them as in 1899. 6 

The Treaty of Versailles took another step toward disarmament as a 
means of general pacification by stipulating the drastic limitation of German 
armaments “in order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation 
of the armaments of all nations.”” Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations more specifically declared “that the maintenance of peace requires 
the reduction of national armaments to the lowest point consistent with na- 
tional safety and the enforcement by common action of international obliga- 
tions.” It charged the Council of the League of Nations with the formulation - 
of plans for such reduction. In pursuance of these stipulations, the Council 
established in 1925 a Preparatory Commission for a Disarmament Confer- 
ence. Its tentative and incomplete conclusions were submitted to a World 
Disarmament Conference, which convened at Geneva in 1932. With the with- 
drawal of Germany in October 1933, the Conference became moribund. Its 
general commission met for the last time in 1934. The World Disarmament 
Conference was an unmitigated failure, unable to reach formal agreements of 
any kind. 

These efforts at general disarmament were interrupted by the Second 
World War. The Charter of the United Nations took up where the Covenant 
of the League of Nations had left off. According to Article 11, paragraph 1, of 
the Charter, “The General Assembly may consider the general principles of 
cooperation in the maintenance of international peace and security, including 
the principles governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and 
may make recommendations with regard to such principles to the Members 
or to the Security Council or to both.” Article 26 of the Charter provides that 
“in order to promote the establishment and maintenance of international 
peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the world’s hu- 
man and economic resources, the Security Council shall be responsible for 
formulating. . . plans to be submitted to the Members of the United Nations 
for the establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments.” 

In pursuance of these provisions of the Charter, the General Assembly 
created, through its resolution of January 24, 1946, an Atomic Energy Com- 
mission to make specific proposals “for control of atomic energy to the extent 





®'tbid., The Conference of 1907, Vol. I, pp. 89, 90. 
*Thid., p. 92. 
7Introduction to Part V of the Treaty of Versailles. 
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necessary to insure its use only for peaceful purposes; for the elimination from 
national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other major weapons adapt- 
able to mass destruction.”* With regard to so-called conventional armaments, 
the General Assembly passed on December 14, 1946, a resolution on “Prin- 
ciples Governing the General Regulation and Reduction of Armaments.”” In 
it the General Assembly recognized “the necessity of an early general regu- 
lation and reduction of armaments and armed forces,” and called upon the 
Security Council to consider promptly the practical means necessary to that 
effect. Consequently, on February 13, 1947, the Security Council passed a 
resolution establishing a Commission for Conventional Armaments. The pur- 
pose of this Commission was the preparation of “proposals (a) for the general 
regulation and reduction of armaments and armed forces, and (b) for practical 
and effective safeguards in connection with the general regulation and redut- 
tion of armaments.”! 

In making this distinction between atomic and conventional weapons, the 
United Nations was moved by the hope that progress in atomic disarmament, 
separately achieved, would stimulate progress with regard to disarmament in 
conventional weapons. Neither the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
nor the Atomic Energy Commission succeeded in reaching agreement of any 
kind on the substantive problems before them. Thus the General Assembly 
resolved on January 11, 1952, to combine the work of the two Commissions 
and establish a new Disarmament Commission, composed of the members of 
the Security Council and Canada. Unable to reach agreement, it was replaced 
by a subcommittee composed of China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet 
Union, and the United States in pursuance of a General Assembly resolution 
of November 28, 1953, calling for negotiations by “the powers principally 
involved.” This subcommittee, with the Soviet Union opposed, submitted on 
August 29, 1957, a draft for a disarmament agreement, which the General 
Assembly accepted on November 14, 1957. The Soviet Union refused to par- 
ticipate in any further negotiations of the Disarmament Commission or its 
subcommittee and called for a Disarmament Commission composed of all 
members of the United Nations. As a compromise move, the General Assem- 
bly expanded on November 19, 1957, the membership of the Commission to 
25. The new Commission remained inoperative; and since the beginning of 
1958, disarmament negotiations—dealing primarily with the suspension of 
nuclear tests and the prevention of surprise attacks——were carried on outside 
the United Nations by Albania, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, Great Brit- 
ain, Italy, Poland, Rumania, the Soviet Union, and the United States. In 
1959, these same nations established a new disarmament commission outside 
the United Nations to consider the overall problem of disarmament and, with 


*Resolution of the General Assembly, Atomic Energy Commission Official Records, Supple- 
ment No. 1; also U.N. doc. A/64, p. 9. 

"Journal of the United Nations, No. 75, Supp. A—64, add. 1, p. 827. 

U.N. doc. S/P.V. 105. 
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Bulgaria replacing Albania, met in conference in March 1960. After continu- 
ing deadlock, the Soviet bloc withdrew from the conference in June of that 
year. In March 1962, a general disarmament conference with a membership 
of eighteen nations was convoked under the auspices of the United Nations. 
It was from the outset boycotted by France and has met periodically without 
achieving any results. 


THE SUCCESSES 


The only successful disarmament provisions of the nineteenth century are 
found in the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817 concerning the frontier between 
the United States and Canada. It limits the naval forces on the Great Lakes 
to three vessels of equal tonnage and armament for each nation. Revised early 
in the Second World War in order to allow Canada to construct vessels on 
the Great Lakes for use against the Axis, it has remained in force to this day.” 

The outstanding example of a venture in disarmament compounded of 
success and failure is the Washington Treaty of 1922 for the Limitation of 
Naval Armaments. This Treaty established approximate equality in capital 
ships between the United States and the British Empire, with Japan, France, 
and Italy trailing the English-speaking countries in this order. In conse- 
quence, the British Empire, the United States, and Japan scrapped about 40 
per cent of their strength in capital ships. Furthermore, it was stipulated that 
replacements, to begin in 1931, should establish by 1942 a 5:5:3:1.67: 1.67 
ratio for the capital ships of the British Empire, the United States, Japan, 
France, and Italy. The Washington Conference, however, failed to produce 
agreement with regard to any naval craft other than capital ships, such as 
cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. 

The Geneva Naval Conference of 1927, attended only by Great Britain, 
Japan, and the United States, likewise failed to reach agreement on this issue. 
Finally, at the London Naval Conference of 1930, the United States, Great 
Britain, and Japan agreed upon parity between the United States and Great 
. Britain for cruisers, destroyers, and submarines, with Japan limited to ap- 
proximately two-thirds of the American and British strength in these catego- 
ries. France and Italy did not accede to the Treaty, since Italy demanded 
parity with France, which France refused to concede. 

In December 1934, Japan served formal notice of its intention to termi- 
nate the Washington Treaty of 1922. It submitted to the London Naval Con- 
ferencee of 1935—36 a demand for parity in all categories of naval armament. 
This demand was rejected by the United States and Great Britain. In conse- 
quence Japan resumed its freedom of action. The only result of the Confer- 





"For its persistent violations, see James Eayrs, “Arms Control on the Great Lakes,” Disar- 
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ence which had any bearing upon the size of naval armaments was an agree- 
ment among the United States, Great Britain, and France, adhered to by 
Germany and the Soviet Union in 1937, which limited the maximum size of 
naval vessels, provided that no other nation exceeded that maximum. A sep- 
arate Anglo-German agreement, concluded in 1935, limited German total na- 
val strength to 35 per cent of the British and allowed Germany a strength in 
submarines equal to that of the British Empire, provided that the total sub- 
marine tonnage of Germany remained within the 35 per cent limit. 

In the field of nuclear disarmament and arms control, the SALT Agree- 
ments of 1972 and 1975 constitute a success. The Treaty to Limit ABM’s (anti- 
ballistic missiles) provides for genuine disarmament. It prohibits the deploy- 
ment of ABM systems for the defense of the territory of the United States 
and the Soviet Union. It limits the deployment of ABM's to 100 each for two - 
areas of a 150-kilometer radius, one being the respective capitals of the two 
nations. The Interim Agreement on Offensive Missiles is a measure of arms 
control in that it provides for numerical limitations on different types of stra- 
tegic offensive nuclear arms. It limits the number of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICBM’s) to those deployed or under construction at the conclusion 
of the agreement. It permits the construction of a certain number of addi- 
tional submarines and submarine-launched ICBM’s if an equal number of 
older land-based ICBM’s or older submarine and submarine missile launchers 
are dismantled. While the SALT II Treaty signed by President Carter and 
Premier Brezhnev in 1979 was not ratified by the Senate, both superpowers, 
by tacit consent, were abiding by its terms in 1984. 


FOUR PROBLEMS OF DISARMAMENT 


This record, long in failures and short in successes, raises four fundamental 
questions. Success or failure of any particular attempt at disarmament de- 
pends upon the answers that can be given to these questions: 

(a) What should be the ratio among the armaments of different nations? 

(b) What is the standard according to which, within this ratio, different 
types and quantities of armaments are to be allocated to different nations? 

(c) Once these two questions have been answered, what is the actual 
effect of the answers in view of the intended reduction of armaments? 

(d) What is the bearing of disarmament upon the issues of international 
order and peace? 


The Ratio 


Armaments and the armaments race are a manifestation—and one of the most 
important manifestations—of the Struggle for power on the international 
scene. From this fundamental fact all the technical arguments, proposals, 
counterproposals, and disagreements with regard to disarmament receive 
their significance. Nations arm either because they want to defend themselves 
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against other nations or because they want to attack them. All politically ac- 
tive nations are by definition engaged in a competition for power of which 
armaments are an indispensable element. Thus all politically active nations 
must be intent upon acquiring as much power as they can; that is, among 
other things, upon being as well armed as they can. Nation A, which feels 
inferior in armaments to nation B, must seek to become at least the equal 
of B and if possible to surpass B. On the other hand, nation B must seek at 
least to keep its advantage over A, if not to increase it. Such are, as we 
have seen,* the inevitable effects of the balance of power in the field of 
armaments. 

What is at stake in the armaments race between A and B is the ratio of 
the armaments of both nations. Shall A and B be equal in armaments, or shall 
A be superior to B, or vice versa, and if so, to what extent? This question is 
necessarily first on the agenda of disarmament commissions and conferences. 
It can find a satisfactory answer only under three alternative conditions: (a) 
the nations concerned do not engage in competition for power with other 
nations; (b) a nation or group of nations have such a preponderance over an- 
other nation or group of nations that they are able to impose upon the latter 
a ratio favorable to themselves; (c) two or more nations find it advantageous 
for the time being to engage in regulated rather than free competition for 
power and to enter into an armaments race within agreed-upon limits rather 
than into a wild scramble for increases in military strength. 

It is obvious that these alternatives are likely to materialize only under 
the conditions of local disarmament. For only under such conditions is the 
competition for power likely either to be eliminated altogether or to be trans- 
formed into a regulated, relatively stable pattern that is reflected in the ratio 
of armaments. The few successful ventures into disarmament have actually al] 
been of the local kind. 


The Rush-Bagot Agreement, the Washington Treaty, 
and the Anglo-German Naval Agreement 

The classic example of pattern (a) is the Rush-Bagot Agreement between 
. the United States and Canada. In the relations of the two countries there is 
virtually no chance for a competition for power which might transform itself 
into an armed quest for each other’s territory. This absence of the possibility 
of armed conflict has made the thirty-eight hundred miles of Canadian- 
American frontier the longest unarmed frontier of the world. It also consti- 
tutes the political precondition for the permanent success of naval disarma- 
ment on the Great Lakes. 

The Washington Treaty of 1922 provides an example of pattern (a) with 
respect to the relations between the United States and Great Britain, and of 
pattern (b) with regard to the relations between the United States and Great 
Britain, on the one hand, and Japan, on the other. 
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The United States sought parity with Great Britain in battleship strength. 
It was bound to achieve that parity because of its superior and militarily un- 
committed industrial resources. The only question was whether it would 
achieve parity by way of bitter and costly competition or by way of mutual 
agreement. Since there was no political conflict between the two countries 
which would have justified such competition, the two countries agreed upon 
a practically identical maximum tonnage for the battleships of both. 

Furthermore, the First World War had made Japan the preponderant 
naval power in the Far East, thus threatening the interests of the United 
States and Great Britain in that region and inviting them to a naval arma- 
ments race. But the United States, for fnancial and psychological reasons, was 
anxious to avoid such a race. Great Britain, on the other hand, was tied to 
Japan by a military alliance. More particularly, the British dominions dreaded - 
the possibility of finding themselves on the Japanese side in the event of a 
conflict between Japan and the United States. Thus Great Britain and the 
United States not only had no political conflicts with each other which might 
lead to war; they had also an identical interest in avoiding an armaments race 
with Japan. By dissolving the alliance with Japan and agreeing to parity with 
the United States on a level it could afford, Great Britain solved its politico- 
military problems in the field of naval armaments. By separating Great Britain 
from Japan and reaching parity with Great Britain cheaply, the United States, 
too, obtained what it wanted in that field. 

This understanding between the United States and Great Britain not only 
isolated Japan but placed it at the same time in a position of hopeless inferi- 
ority with regard to heavy naval armaments. Instead of embarking upon a 
ruinous armaments race it had no chance of winning, Japan made the best of 
an unfavorable and humiliating situation: it accepted its status of inferiority 
for the time being and agreed upon stabilizing this inferiority at the ratio. 
mentioned above. When the Anglo-American reaction to Japan's invasion of 
China at the beginning of the thirties showed that the united front of Great 
Britain and the United States with regard to the Far East, which had made 
the Washington Treaty of 1922 possible, no longer existed, Japan at once 
freed itself from the shackles of that treaty. As far as the Japanese position 
vis-a-vis the Anglo-American naval supremacy was concerned, the disarma- 
ment provisions of the Washington Treaty were the product of a peculiar 
political situation. These provisions could not survive the political conditions 
that had created them. 

Of pattern (c), the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935 is a typical 
instance. At that time, the breakdown of the World Disarmament Conference 
and the policies of the German government demonstrated the unshakable re- 
solve of the latter to rearm in order to attain what it called “equality” with 
the other major military powers. In relation to Great Britain, rearmament 
could only mean sufficient strength in smaller craft to meet British superiority 
in capital ships. On the other hand, the British government was as firmly 
resolved not to engage in policies that were calculated to maintain the status 
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quo with regard to Germany's naval armaments. For such policies would in- 
volve the risk of war or at least of an uncontrolled armaments race with Ger- 
many and would in any case strengthen French and Russian influence in Eu- 
rope at the expense of Germany. In such circumstances the question before 
the British government was not how to prevent the naval rearmament of Ger- 
many, but how to preserve British naval supremacy in the face of it, without 
imposing upon Great Britain an expensive rearmament program. 

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935 was the codification of 
these complementary interests of Great Britain and Germany. Great Britain 
held German naval strength, in terms of tonnage, at a safe distance. In case 
of need it could even have increased that distance by increasing its own ton- 
nage to such an extent and at such speed as to make it impossible for Ger- 
many with its belated start and committed resources ever to reach the agreed- 
upon maximum of 35 per cent of the British tonnage. Germany received the 
recognition of its right to rearm within limits that, in view of its resources and 
other military commitments, it would in no event have been able to exceed 
in the immediate future. More particularly, the agreement gave Germany 
‘parity in submarines, the one naval weapon that, in view of Germany’s stra- 
tegic position, was the natural means of attack and defense against a navy 
whose superiority in over-all tonnage and battleship strength was beyond 
challenge. In the spring of 1939, it had become unmistakably clear that Great 
Britain and Germany had entered upon an out-and-out armaments race in 
preparation for an inevitably approaching war. It was only in keeping with 
this change in the political situation that Germany, in April 1939, denounced 
the Agreement of 1935 and resumed in law the freedom of action which its 
political objectives had already compelled it to resume in fact. 

The SALT Agreements are also an example of pattern (c). They derive 
from the recognition of two basic facts which distinguish nuclear from conven- 
tional weapons: the dubious efficacy of defensive systems, whose deployment, 
however, would greatly stimulate the competition in strategic offensive weap- 
ons, and the sufficiency for assured destruction of the prospective enemy, 
attained by both superpowers. In view of the recognition of the first fact, the 
- Treaty to Limit ABM’'s, rather than abolishing them altogether, appears to be 
in the nature of a face-saving device. Unwilling to admit that it was a mistake 
to deploy ABM'’s, it pays tribute to the idea by allowing each nation two token 
systems. ° 

It will be noted that in all these cases disarmament was agreed upon by 
two nations or a limited number of nations and was, therefore, of a local 
character. It will also be noted that the agreed-upon ratio reflected either the 
absence of competition for power, or the preponderance, unchallengeable for 
the time being, of one or more nations over another, or a temporary prefer- 
ence on either side for regulated rather than unregulated competition for 
power in the form of competition for armaments. 

What, then, are the chances for agreement upon a ratio of armaments to 
be reached when most or all the major powers are seeking general disarma- 
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ment, while at the same time pursuing their contests of power? To put it 
bluntly, the chances are nil. All attempts at general disarmament, such as the 
two Hague Conferences, the Geneva Conference of 1932, the disarmament 
commissions of the United Nations, as well as most of the local undertakings 
of the last century and a half, have not failed primarily because of shortcom- 
ings in preparation and personnel or of bad luck. They could not have suc- 
ceeded even under the most favorable circumstances; for the continuation of 
the contest for power among the nations concerned made agreement upon 
the ratio of armaments impossible. Two examples will serve to illustrate this 
statement: the controversies between France and Germany at the World Dis- 
armament Conference of 1932 and the conflict between the United States and 
the Soviet Union in the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission. 


The World Disarmament Conference 

The First World War made France the preponderant military power in 
Europe and in the world. It left Germany so thoroughly disarmed as to inca- 
pacitate it for war with any first-rate military power, let alone with France. 
This distribution of power persisted in principle, however modified by the 
secret rearmament of Germany and the increasing technological and strategic 
obsolescence of the French military establishment, when the World Disar- 
mament Conference met in 1932. Germany's avowed purpose at the Confer- 
ence was to change that distribution of power. France’s avowed purpose was 
to maintain it. Germany tried to attain its goal by obtaining recognition of 
“equality of right” between France and itself, to be transformed gradually— 
that is, within the span of a number of years—into actual equality of arma- 
ments. France, on the other hand, tried to realize its objectives by countering 
the German principle of equality with the principle of security. The French 
conception of security meant in practice that any increase in German military: 
strength would be matched by an increase in French power. France, how- 
ever, was already close to having exhausted its own military potentialities, 
while Germany had not even begun to tap its resources in population and 
industrial potential, to mention only its two most spectacular and portentous 
military assets in view of its relations with France. 

Under such circumstances, France, in order to be “secure” in its rela- 
tions with a Germany of potentially superior power, had to look beyond its 
own borders for additions to its strength. France found these additions in 
three factors: in military alliances with Poland and the nations of the Little 
Entente—Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania; in new collective guar- 
antees of the territorial status quo of the Treaty of Versailles; in the compul- 
sory judicial settlement of all international disputes on the basis of the inter- 
national law of the Treaty of Versailles. If the French proposals had been 
adopted by the Conference, any increase in German military strength would 
have been neutralized and deprived of all political effects favorable to Ger- 
many. This would have been accomplished by judicial decisions upholding the 
status quo of Versailles and calling to its defense the combined might of vir- 
tually all the other nations of the globe. It is for this reason that the French 
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proposals had no chance of being adopted. On the other hand, if the German 
plan had been adopted by the Conference, the international order of Ver- 
sailles and the status quo established by the victory of the Allies in the First 
World War would have gradually, but inextricably, crumbled away until Ger- 
many, by virtue of its superior military potential, would have transformed 
itself from the vanquished into the victor. 

Hence, the controversy between France and Germany as to the ratio of 
their respective armaments was in its essence a conflict over the distribution 
of power. Behind what the delegates to the Disarmament Conference ex- 
pressed in the ideological terms of security vs. equality, retrospective analysis 
discovers the moving force of international politics: the desire to maintain the 
existing distribution of power, manifesting itself in a policy of the status quo, 
on the one hand, and the desire to overthrow the existing distribution of 
power, expressing itself in a policy of imperialism, on the other. To expect, 
then, that France and Germany could agree upon the ratio of their respective 
armaments was tantamount to expecting that they could agree upon the dis- 
tribution of power between them. Agreement on the latter issue in the form 
of a compromise between actual French preponderance and potential German 
preponderance might perhaps—and the doubt looms large—have been pos- 
sible in the twenties. It was out of the question on the eve of Hitler's ascent 
to power, and thus agreement on the ratio of armaments was likewise out of 
the question. 

For Germany to give up the demand for equality in armaments would 
have meant to accept its inferiority in power as permanent and legitimate and 
to renounce all aspirations to become again the predominant power in Eu- 
rope. For France to give up its demands for security would have meant to 
relinquish its position of preponderance and to acquiesce in the comeback of 
Germany as a first-rate power. The impasse between France and Germany 
with respect to the ratio of their respective armaments was, therefore, incap- 
able of solution in terms of disarmament. Since it was a manifestation of the 
struggle for predominance between the two countries, this impasse could 
_ have been solved only in terms of the general distribution of power between 

them, if it could have been solved at all. 


Disarmament Negotiations Since the Second World War 

The disarmament negotiations, of which the several United Nations com- 
missions and their successors outside the United Nations have been the 
scene, have re-enacted in a new and greatly simplified setting the basic plot 
of the World Disarmament Conference of 1932. Either side—that is, princi- 
pally the United States and the Soviet Union—has advanced proposals which 
either would have stabilized the distribution of military power in so far as it 
was favorable to that side or else would have changed it in its favor. In the 
field of conventional armaments, the Soviet Union proposed a proportional 
reduction, which would have left its superiority intact, while the Western 
powers advanced proposals which would have eliminated or at least drastically 
reduced that superiority. 
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In the field of nuclear armaments, the issue has consistently centered 
upon the relationship between prohibition and control and the character of 
the latter. The Soviet Union has defended the priority of prohibition over 
control and, in one way or other, national sovereignty with regard to control. 
This plan was bound to improve the military position of the Soviet Union and 
for this reason alone could not be accepted by the Western allies. For the 
prohibition of nuclear weapons, faithfully executed by all nations concermed, 
would have deprived the Western allies of their sole effective counterweight 
to the Russian superiority in conventional arms. The control system, whose 
operations or results would in the last instance be controlled by the Soviet 
Union itself, would have preserved that secrecy upon which Russian govern- 
ments have insisted for centuries; and undetected nuclear armaments could 
have given the Soviet Union a decisive military advantage, which the Western 
allies, in view of the democratic character of their governments and societies, 
would have found it hard to match. 

On the other hand, the Western allies have refused to consider nuclear 
disarmament without an effective—that is, truly supranational—system of 
control. Such a system, opening up the secret installations and operations of 
the Soviet Union to the scrutiny of foreign observers, would have given the 
Western allies a great military advantage. This advantage might have been 
decisive during the first stages of gradual nuclear disarmament, when the 
control system would have been in full operation while the Western allies 
were still in possession of nuclear weapons and delivery systems. 

The conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union, like that 
between France and Germany of the early thirties, then, is being fought on 
two levels: on the superficial level of disarmament and on the fundamental 
level of the struggle for power. On the level of disarmament, the conflict 
resolves itself into a controversy between two theoretical conceptions: secu- 
rity first, disarmament later vs. disarmament first, security later. On the level 
of the struggle for power, the conflict is posed in terms of competition for 
military advantage, each side trying, at worst, to maintain the existing distri- 
bution of power and, at best, to change it in its favor. Throughout the early 
1980's, the Reagan administration proposed that the Soviet Union dismantle 
all or most of its large land-based SS-20 missiles in Europe in exchange for 
the United States’s not deploying cruise and Pershing missiles. The Soviets 
in turn made proposals which would have preserved its superiority in Europe 
in such missiles, while allowing for quite limited American deployment. As 
relations further deteriorated, each side proclaimed its stand in public an- 
nouncements and televised statements more often than in hard bargaining in 
private negotiations. Of this competition, the controversy about nuclear dis- 
armament is merely an outward expression, following the contours of the con- 
flict as the cast of clay follows the shape of the form into which it is molded. 
As the cast can only be changed by changing the mold, so the problem of 
nuclear disarmament can only be solved through a settlement of the power 
conflict from which it has arisen. 
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Standards of Allocation 


The ratio among the armaments of different nations is the most important 
problem an attempt at disarmament must solve. Once it is solved, another 
question must be answered. It is less fundamental than the problem of the 
ratio, but full of practical difficulties in which the power relations of the na- 
tions concerned are again reflected. This question concerns the standards ac- 
cording to which different types and quantities of armaments are to be allo- 
cated to different nations within the agreed ratio. The Preparatory and World 
Disarmament Conferences of Geneva had to face that question innumerable 
times. The voluminous literature these conferences have left is in its futility 
and inconclusiveness a monument to the hopelessness of the task in view of 
the conditions under which it was undertaken. 

At the World Disarmament Conference, Germany, as we have seen, de- 
manded equality in armaments with France. France agreed to that ratio as an 
abstract principle, provided the problem of security could be solved to its 
satisfaction. However, once the ratio was agreed upon in the abstract, what 
did equality mean in the concrete with respect, let us say, to armed effec- 
tives, trained reserves, heavy artillery, total number and types of aircraft, and 
so forth? 

The standard to be employed was obviously sought in the military needs 
of the two countries. These military needs were defined in terms of defense. 
Defense against whom? The answer given implicitly and explicitly was: de- 
fense primarily against each other. It was the inevitable result of this defini- 
tion that the military needs of the two countries could not be identical. The 
different strategic positions of the two countries—to mention, at this point, 
only one factor among many—required defensive armaments different in 
quality and quantity. Equality in armaments, then, could not mean mathe- 
matical equality in the sense that France and Germany should have armed 
effectives, trained reserves, artillery, and air forces absolutely equal in quality 
and quantity. Equality could only mean equality in the defensive position of 
each country against foreign attack. 

It was, then, incumbent upon the World Disarmament Conference to 
evaluate, first, the risks of foreign attack against each country; second, the 
means of defense other than armaments, such as geographical location, self- 
sufficiency in food and raw materials, industrial capacity, number and quality 
of population; third, the need for armaments in view of the other two factors, 
This threefold task confronted the Conference with three difficulties that 
proved to be insuperable. 

First, that task could not be accomplished without the evaluation of the 
power of one nation in comparison with the power of other nations. We have 
tried to show earlier in this book‘ how difficult, speculative, and, in certain 
areas, almost impossible such a comparative evaluation is. If the data of such 


‘See Chapter 10. 
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an evaluation go into the standards for the allocation of armaments, these 
standards must become highly subjective and, hence, make for controversy 
rather than agreement. 

Second, that task requires the assessment of the political intentions of 
the governments concerned. All nations habitually protest their peaceful in- 
tentions. Yet all nations declare that they must be able to defend themselves 
against attack, thus imputing aggressive intentions to some other nation. To 
reach agreement among the nations concerned as to who must defend himself 
against whom is obviously made impossible by the very nature of the contro- 
versy. 

Finally, and most importantly, the controversies that are bound to ensue 
on the issues thus raised will inevitably reflect the actual and anticipated pol- . 
icies of the nations concerned. The nation that has aggressive tendencies 
against another or fears aggressive tendencies on the part of another—and all 
nations are in the latter category—is compelled by considerations of self-in- 
terest to keep the estimate of its own defensive needs as high as possible and 
to reduce those of its rivals to the lowest possible point. In other words, what 
the different nations want to achieve through their foreign policies—the re- 
tention and aggrandizement of their own power and the containment and re- 
duction of that of their rivals—is expressed in numerical terms in the evalu- 
ation of their own and other nations’ military needs. The standards they apply 
are determined by their political aims and not by anything remotely resem- 
bling objective criteria. Therefore, these standards can be determined 
through free agreement of the nations concerned only after they have agreed 
on a settlement of the political issues dividing them. The problem of the 
standards for the allocation of armaments, then, presents itself in the same 
terms as the problem of the ratio: political settlement must precede disarma- 
ment. Without political settlement, disarmament has no chance for success. 

The most striking illustration of this relation between political settlement 
and agreement on the standards for the allocation of armaments is again pro- 
vided by the conflict between France and Germany at the World Disarma- 
ment Conference. In view of their unsettled conflict over the status quo of 
Versailles, France translated the abstract ratio of equality into standards of 
actual armaments which were likely to perpetuate France's preponderance. 
On the other hand, Germany transformed the same ratio into concrete stan- 
dards that, if effectuated, would have carried it to preponderance over 
France. Thus France insisted upon its need for a larger army than Germany's 
because of the larger German population and its greater rate of increase. Ger- 
many countered by pointing to the superiority of France in trained reserves 
and to the large reserves of manpower and raw materials in the French colon- 
ial empire. Germany demanded a certain amount of artillery and airplanes 
because of its geographical position in the midst of potentially hostile nations. 
France denied that need by reminding the Conference of its own special de- 
fense needs in view of its lack of natural strategic frontiers with Germany and 
of the fact that thrice within a century France had become the victim of Ger- 
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man invasion. One could write the history of the World Disarmament Con- 
ference in terms of that conflict for power between France and Germany, a 
conflict that precluded even agreement on small technical details. The contra- 
dictory claims for power of the competing nations were reflected in their con- 
tradictory claims for arms. | 

Aside from the political issues that stood between France and Germany, 
the problem of comparative evaluation presented a formidable obstacle with 
which the World Disarmament Conference wrangled in vain. What was the 
value of 100,000 trained French reserves in terms of a corresponding number 
of effectives of the German Army? Was it 50,000, 60,000, 80,000, 100,000, or 
perhaps 120,000? What was the margin by which German industrial capacity 
was superior to that of France defined in numbers of French tanks, artillery, 
and aircraft? How many Germans in excess of the French population were 
equal to how many French colonials? Or, to use a contemporary example, 
how many divisions of Russian infantry equal how many American guided 
missiles? Or how many Soviet land-based missiles equal how many American 
airplanes and submarines from which missiles can be launched? Obviously 
there can be no answer to such questions in the terms of mathematical exac- 
titude in which the World Disarmament Conferénce conceived of them. What 
answers there are to such questions must be sought by means of political 
bargaining and diplomatic compromise. In the historic instance we have been 
considering, the employment of such methods presupposed the settlement of 
the political conflict. The continuance of that conflict made it impossible for 
France and Germany to agree on standards for the allocation of different 
quantities and types of arms through the techniques of accommodating diplo- 
macy. 

Thus, whether the issue is one of the over-all ratio of the armaments of 
different nations or whether the issue is the standard for allocating different 
types and quantities of arms, these issues are incapable of solution in their 
own terms, so long as the conflicts of power from which they have arisen 
remain unsolved. 


Does Disarmament Mean Reduction of Armaments? 


In view of the few instances in which these issues were actually solved and 
agreement on the ratio and allocation of armaments was reached, let us ask 
ourselves what was the effect of these agreements on the quality and quantity 
of armaments of the nations concerned. Three treaties need to be considered: 
the Washington Treaty of 1922, the London Treaty of 1930, and the Anglo- 
German Agreement of 1935. 

By virtue of the Washington Treaty, the American, British, and Japanese 
strength in capital ships was reduced by about 40 per cent. A total of seventy 
ships was scrapped by the signatories. To that extent the Washington Treaty 
provided for a general reduction of armaments. Two factors must, however, 
be noted. On the one hand, the reduction was to be only temporary. The 
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Treaty stipulated that the five signatories could in 1931 start to build replace- 
ments that by 1942 would have established the ratio of 5:5:3:1.67:1.67. In 
1931, the period of the reduction of armaments with regard to capital ships 
came to an end and was replaced by a period of regulated competition for 
armaments. 

On the other hand, because of the rapid development of the technology 
of war, especially with regard to firepower and aircraft, the kind of capital 
ships in use during the First World War tended to become obsolete at a faster 
rate than any other type of weapon with the exception of airplanes. Mindful 
of the lessons of the First World War, an increasing number of experts be- 
lieved that the battleship as such had become outmoded, that at best it was a 
waste of money, and that the future use of naval power lay in light and speedy, 
vessels with high firepower. If it is assumed that such considerations had 
weight with the signatories of the Washington Treaty, the reduction in battle- 
ship strength would then appear as recognition of the decline of the battleship 
as a weapon. Since the signatories would in any event have scrapped a con- 
siderable number of their battleships, they might as well do it in concert and 
according to plan as by unregulated competition. 

As if to support that assumption, the Washington Treaty was the signal 
for an armaments race among the signatories in all vessels not covered by the 
Treaty, especially in cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. Those were, as we 
have seen, the vessels most important for the kind of naval war then contem- 
plated. At least in its effects, therefore, the Washington Treaty neutralized 
competition in that sphere of naval armaments where competition was not 
likely to be keen. By the same token, it freed energies and material resources 
and thereby stimulated competition in those branches of naval armaments in 
which the naval powers were most likely to compete. . 

Whatever the motives of the signatories and whatever its effects, the 
Washington Treaty actually limited certain naval armaments. The same can- 
not be said of either the London Treaty of 1930 or of the Anglo-German 
Agreement of 1935. The main achievement of the London Treaty was agree- 
ment among the United States, Great Britain, and Japan with regard to the 
tonnage of cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. The London Treaty pur- 
ported to provide for the limitation of the naval strength of the respective 
nations in these categories of vessels. In actuality, however, it provided for 
the rearmament of the United States and Japan within the limits established 
by the maximum strength of the British navy in these categories. 

The Treaty gave parity to the United States and Great Britain, with Japan 
trailing at about two thirds of the maximum. By doing so, however, the Treaty 
simply recognized as legitimate the existing naval supremacy of Great Britain, 
especially in cruisers, and perpetuated this supremacy for all practical pur- 
poses. For the tonnage allocated by the Treaty was so high as to be out of 
reach for Japan and to be attainable by the United States at a cost (a billion 
dollars over five years) then considered by American public opinion as un- 
bearable. In other words, the Treaty allowed the United States to bring its 
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naval strength in the three categories up to Great Britain’s if it wanted to 
spend the money, which obviously the United States did not.” The Treaty 
allowed Japan to have about two thirds of the tonnage of the United States 
and Great Britain if it could afford to build this fleet, which obviously Japan 
could not. The only contribution the London Treaty made to the limitation of 
naval armaments, then, consisted in the establishment of a maximum that no 
signatory was allowed to exceed and that the United States and Japan were 
unlikely even to reach. Thus, far from reducing armaments, the Treaty al- 
lowed for their increase within certain limits. 

Furthermore, even this agreement as to maximum tonnage was in its 
very existence qualified by the continuing freedom of France and Italy, who 
did not sign the Treaty, to increase at will their armaments in the respective 
categories. In order to meet a possible threat from this quarter to the interests 
of any of the signatories, especially of Great Britain in the Mediterranean, the 
Treaty restored complete freedom of action to any signatory if in its opinion 
new construction by a nonsignatory adversely affected its national security. In 
case a signatory increased its tonnage on these grounds beyond the limits of 
the Treaty, the two other nations were allowed to increase their own naval 
strength in proportion. What would have remained of the London Treaty in 
such an exigency would have amounted to nothing more than an armaments 
race whose pace would follow a certain rhythm determined by one or the 
other of the great naval powers. 

Not more than a word need be said about the Anglo-German Naval 
Agreement of 1935. This agreement, couched in the terminology of limitation, 
had nothing to do with disarmament. It provided frankly for the naval rear- 
mament of Germany within limits that Germany could not and did not want 
to exceed at that time and that, short of war, Great Britain could not prevent 
Germany from reaching. 


Does Disarmament Mean Peace? 


Disarmament has been realized only under extraordinary conditions. Even 
when it seemed to have been realized, more often than not disarmament 
meant increase in armaments rather than reduction. These considerations, 
however, are but preliminary to the question that is decisive in the context of 
our discussion. What is the bearing of disarmament upon the issues of inter- 
national order and peace? Provided the nations of the earth could agree upon 
quantitative or qualitative disarmament and would actually disarm in accor- 
dance with the agreement, how would such reduction of all, or elimination of 
certain, armaments affect international order and peace? 





"The United States spent for the construction of ships of all kinds in the fiscal years 1931-35 
a total of somewhat more than 324 million; that is, less than a third of a billion dollars. (The 
World Almanac for 1947, p. 812.) 
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The modern philosophy of disarmament proceeds from the assumption 
that men fight because they have arms. From this assumption the conclusion 
follows logically that if men would give up all arms, all fighting would become 
impossible. In international politics only the Soviet Union has taken this con- 
clusion seriously—and it is questionable whether it was very serious after 
all— by submitting to the World Disarmament Conference of 1932 and in 
1959 to the United Nations proposals for complete, universal disarmament 
(with the exception of light arms for police functions). The contemporary Rus- 
sian attitude with respect to atomic disarmament is somewhat in keeping with 
that position. So is the philosophy of disarmament expressed in the report to 
the President by the United States Deputy Representative to the United Na- 
tions Disarmament Commission of January 12, 1953, as follows: 


. . . The objective of a disarmament program must be to prevent war, not to 
regulate the armaments used in war. We have tried to make clear that the United 
States does not accept war as inevitable; that the job is to reduce the likelihood 
of war by ensuring that no nation possesses the means to commit a successful act 
of armed aggression. The aim is to reduce the likelihood of war by reducing the 
possibility of war and armed aggression. 


But even where less extreme conclusions are drawn, the proposition is tacitly 
admitted that there exists a direct relation between the possession of arms, or 
at least of certain kinds and quantities of arms, and the issue of war and peace. 

Such a relation does indeed exist, but it is the reverse of that which the 
advocates of disarmament assume it to be. Men do not fight because they 
have arms. They have arms because they deem it necessary to fight. Take 
away their arms, and they will either fight with their bare fists or get them- 
selves new arms with which to fight. What makes for war are the conditions 
in the minds of men which make war appear the lesser of two evils. In those 
conditions must be sought the disease of which the desire for, and possession 
of, arms is but a symptom. So long as men seek to dominate each other and 
to take away each other’s possessions, and so long as they fear and hate each 
other, they will try to satisfy their desires and to put their emotions to rest. 
Where an authority exists strong enough to direct the manifestations of those 
desires and emotions into nonviolent channels, men will seek only nonviolent 
instruments for the achievement of their ends. In a society of sovereign na- 
tions, however, which by definition constitute .the highest authority within 
the respective national territories, the satisfaction of those desires and the 
release of those emotions wil] be sought by all the means the technology of 
the moment provides and the prevailing rules of conduct permit. These 
means may be, in different periods of history, arrows and swords, guns and 
bombs, gas and guided missiles, bacteria and nuclear weapons. 

Reducing the quantity of weapons actually or potentially available at any 
particular time could have no influence upon the incidence of war; it could 
conceivably affect its conduct. Nations limited in the quantity of arms and 
men would concentrate all their energies upon the improvement of the qual- 


Disarmament 437 
ity of such arms and men as they possess. They would, furthermore, search 
for new weapons that might compensate them for the loss in quantity and 
assure them an advantage over their competitors. 

The elimination of certain types of weapons altogether would have a 
bearing upon the technology of warfare and, through it, upon the conduct of 
hostilities. It is hard to see how it could influence the frequency of war or do 
away with war altogether. Let us suppose that it were possible, for instance, 
to outlaw the manufacture and the use of nuclear weapons. What would be 
the effect of such a prohibition, provided it were universally observed? It 
would simply reduce the technology of war in this particular to the level of 
the morning of July 16, 1945, before the first atomic bomb was exploded in 
New Mexico. The nations adhering to the prohibition would employ their 
human and material resources for the development and discovery of weapons 
other than nuclear ones, which might be more or less destructive. The tech- 
nology of warfare would change, but not the incidence of war. Yet it could be 
plausibly argued that the threat of all-out nuclear war has actually been the 
most important single factor which has prevented the outbreak of general war 
in the atomic age. The removal of that threat through nuclear disarmament 
might increase the danger of war without assuring, as we shall see, that the 
belligerents, using nonnuclear weapons at the start, would not resort to such 
weapons in the course of the war. 

The abortive attempts of Great Britain to have the World Disarmament 
Conference outlaw aggressive, in contrast to defensive, weapons illustrate the 
impossibility of solving the problem by way of qualitative disarmament. Great 
Britain assumed that the ability to wage aggressive war was the result of the 
possession of aggressive weapons. The conclusion followed that without ag- 
gressive weapons there could be no aggressive war. The conclusion falls with 
the assumption. Weapons are not aggressive or defensive by nature, but are 
made so by the purpose they serve. A sword, no less than a machine gun or 
a tank, is an instrument of attack or defense according to the intentions of its 
user. A knife can be used for carving meat, for performing a surgical opera- 
tion, for holding an attacker at bay, or for stabbing somebody in the back. An 
airplane can serve the purpose of carrying passengers and freight, of recon- 
noitering enemy positions, of attacking undefended cities, of dispersing en- 
emy concentrations poised for attack. 

The British proposals really amounted to an attempt to make the status 
quo secure from attack by outlawing the weapons most likely to be used for 
overthrowing it. They tried to solve the political problem by manipulating 
some of the instruments that might serve its solution by violent means. Even 
if it were possible to agree on the characteristics of aggressive weapons, the 
political problem would have reasserted itself in the use of whatever weapons 
remained available. Actually, however, agreement on that point was out of 
the question. For the weapons Great Britain deemed to be aggressive hap- 
pened to be identical with those upon which the anti-status quo nations 
placed their main reliance for achieving their political ends. For instance, 
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Great Britain thought that battleships were defensive and submarines offen- 
sive weapons, while nations with small navies put it the other way around. As 
part of an enterprise generally beset by contradictions and doomed to futility, 
the British proposals for qualitative disarmament bear to a peculiar degree 
the mark of that political obtuseness which brought the World Disarmament 
Conference to an inglorious end. 

Let us finally assume that standing armies or nuclear weapons were com- 
pletely outlawed and would in consequence disappear. The only probable ef- 
fect‘of such a prohibition on war would be the limited and primitive character 
of its beginning. The armaments race among hostile nations would simply be 
postponed to the beginning of hostilities instead of preceding and culminating 
in it. The declaration of war would then be the signal for the warring nations 
to marshal their human and material resources and, more particularly, their’ 
technological skills for ‘the speedy manufacture of all the implements of war 
their technological ability made feasible. It is indeed possible to outlaw nu- 
clear weapons, but it is not possible to outlaw the technological knowledge 
and ability to make them. It is for this obvious reason that the prohibition of 
particular weapons has generally not been effective in war. This prohibition 
has failed, for instance, when applied to lightweight projectiles charged with 
explosives or inflammable substances, the bombing of civilians from airplanes, 
and unlimited submarine warfare.® 

Victory is the paramount concern of warring nations. They may observe 
certain rules of conduct with regard to the victims of warfare; they will not 
forgo the use of all the weapons their technology is able to produce. The 
observance of the prohibition of the use of poison gas in the Second World 
War is but an apparent exception. All the major belligerents manufactured 
poison gas; they trained troops in its use and in defenses against it and were 
prepared to use it if such use would seem to be advantageous. Only consid: 
erations of military expediency deterred all belligerents from making use of a 
weapon of which they had all availed themselves with the intention of using 
it if necessary. 

That quantitative and qualitative disarmament affects the technology and 
strategy, but not the incidence, of war is clearly demonstrated by the results 
of the disarmament imposed upon Germany by the Treaty of Versailles. This 
disarmament was quantitative as well as qualitative and so thorough as to 
make it impossible for Germany to wage again a war similar in kind to the 
First World War. If this was the purpose, it was fully realized. If the purpose, 
however, was to incapacitate Germany forever to wage war of any kind—and 
this was the actual purpose—the disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles were a spectacular failure. They forced the German General Staff to 
part with the methods of warfare prevalent in the First World War and to 
turn their ingenuity to new methods not prohibited by the Treaty of Versailles 





°For the respective international treaties, see page 255. 
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because they were not widely used or not used at all during the First World 
War. Thus the Treaty of Versailles—far from depriving Germany of the ability 
to wage war again—virtually compelled Germany to prepare for the Second 
World War instead of, like France, for a repetition of the First. Disarmament 
in terms of the technology and strategy of the First World War, then, was for 
Germany actually a blessing in disguise. Disarmament made it virtually in- 
evitable for Germany to refashion its military policy along the lines of the 
future rather than of the past. 

It has been suggested that, while disarmament could not by itself abolish 
war, it could to a great degree lessen the political tensions that might easily 
lead to war. More particularly, the unregulated armaments race—which gen- 
erates, and feeds on, fear and imposes ever increasing fnancial burdens—may 
lead to so intolerable a situation that all or some parties to the race will prefer 
its termination by whatever means, even at the risk of war, to its indefinite 
continuation. 

Disarmament or at least regulation of armaments is an indispensable step 
in a general settlement of international conflicts. It can, however, not be the 
first step. Competition for armaments reflects, and is an instrument of, com- 
petition for power. So long as nations advance contradictory claims in the 
contest for power, they are forced by the very logic of the power contest to 
advance contradictory claims for armaments. Therefore, a mutually satisfac- 
tory settlement of the power contest is a precondition for disarmament. Once 
the nations concerned have agreed upon a mutually satisfactory distribution 
of power among themselves, they can then afford to reduce and limit their 
armaments. Disarmament, in turn, will contribute greatly to the general pac- 
ification. For the degree to which the nations are able to settle the issue of 
disarmament will be the measure of the political understanding they were 
able to achieve. 

Disarmament, no less than the armaments race, is the reflection of the 
power relations among the nations concerned. Disarmament, no less than the 
armaments race, reacts upon the power relations from which it arose. As the 
armaments race aggravates the struggle for power through the fear it gener- 
-ates and the burdens it imposes, so disarmament contributes to the improve- 
ment of the political situation by lessening political tensions and by creating 
confidence in the purposes of the respective nations. Such is the contribution 
disarmament can make to the establishment of international order and the 
preservation of international peace. It is an important contribution, but it is 
obviously not the solution to the problem of international order and peace. 


ARMS CONTROL IN THE NUCLEAR AGE 


Why has arms control, the effort to strengthen international peace by increas- 
ing military stability, been only moderately successful in the nuclear field and 
failed altogether with regard to conventional arms? As concerns the latter, the 
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reasons for failure are identical with those for the failure of disarmament. The 
quantity and disposition of conventional weapons have a direct bearing upon 
the distribution of military power. Since the nations concerned compete for 
military advantage, an agreement on the control of conventional weapons 
would signify the end of competition. The termination of military competi- 
tion, however, depends upon the settlement of the outstanding political is- 
sues. 

The control of nuclear weapons is made possible in theory at least by the 
ability of major nuclear powers to reach that optimum of assured destruction 
beyond which it is irrational to go. This measure can be defined as the avail- 
ability of the number of nuclear warheads and invulnerable delivery systems 
necessary to destroy the military installations and industrial and population 
centers of a prospective enemy. A nation which possesses this capability has 
realized its maximum military potential both in terms of deterrence and of 
the actual waging of nuclear war. The acquisition of additional warheads and 
delivery vehicles is wasteful because it adds nothing to the military power of 
the nation concerned. Consequently, the conventional conceptions of military 
superiority and inferiority here become within certain limits meaningless. A 
nation which is capable of inflicting unacceptable damage on its prospective 
enemy ten times over under the worst of circumstances gains nothing militar- 
ily by increasing its already abundant nuclear capability, and its prospective 
enemy, capable of inflicting unacceptable damage upon the other nation 
“only” six times over is not militarily inferior to the latter and gains no addi- 
tional military power by increasing its nuclear capability. Once the two na- 


one nation gained so great an advantage that it would be capable of destroying. 
the retaliatory capability of the other nation in a first strike. 

Mindful that disparity must remain within these limits, the United States 
and the Soviet Union have a common interest in stabilizing the nuclear arms 
race by regulating it. They can do so in three different ways. First, they can 
limit the production of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles by unilateral 
action, based upon their own judgment of what is enough in terms of deter- 
rence and actual nuclear war. The United States has done this by cutting back 
or discontinuing the production of certain types of missiles and airplanes, and 
it can be assumed that the Soviet Union has done the same. 

Second, nations can control their armaments by tacit agreement, one 
side’s action or omission being predicated upon the other side’s example, and 
vice versa. On that basis, the United States and the Soviet Union refrained 
from testing nuclear weapons in the atmosphere from 1958 to 1961; in 1964 
they announced a cutback in the manufacture of fissionable materials. 

Third, nations can control their armaments by formal agreement. The 
partial test ban treaty, concluded in 1963 by Great Britain, the Soviet Union, 
and the United States, is a case in point. It prohibits the testing of nuclear 
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devices above ground and under water but permits the continuation of un- 
derground tests. It thereby stabilizes the technology of nuclear weapons in- 
sofar as their development depends upon atmospheric or underwater tests. 
The Interim Agreement on Offensive Missiles (SALT I) draws from the 
unique nature of nuclear weapons the most far-reaching consequences for 
arms control thus far. It roughly stabilizes the quantity of nuclear weapons, 
but allows for their qualitative improvement. More particularly, by providing 
for moderate increases in the number of submarines and submarine-based 
missiles, it takes account of the technological shift away from land-based mis- 
siles, which have become vulnerable to quantitatively and qualitatively im- 
proved offensive missiles. 

Arms control can also take the form of excluding certain types or all kinds 
of weapons from certain geographical regions or groups of nations. The Ant- 
arctic Treaty of 1961, the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, the Latin American 
Nuclear Free Zone Treaty of 1967, the Nonproliferation Treaty of 1970, the 
Seabed Treaty of 1971, and The Convention on the Prohibition of the Devel- 
opment, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxic 
Weapons of 1972 all fall into this category. It must, however, be pointed out 
that most of these treaties do nothing more than ratify through legal stipula- 
tions what the nations concerned would have been unwilling or unable to do 
anyhow. With continuing poor relations between countries such as the United 
States and the Soviet Union and Iraq and Iran, progress in certain areas ap- 
peared threatened by reversals. 

The nuclear debate has raised a number of seemingly vital issues, includ- 
ing the military balance of power between the United States and the Soviet 
Union at present and in the future, the potentialities of certain weapons sys- 
tems, and the possibility of verifying Soviet compliance with arms treaties. 
Yet the debate has also brought to the fore an element that the various camps 
share and that in the long run is likely to prove more important for the future 
of the United States than all the scenarios, details, and technicalities upon 
which our attention has been focused so far: the obsolescence of our modes of 
thought and action with regard to nuclear weapons. What Einstein said half a 
‘ century ago is still true today: “The unleashed power of the atom has changed 
everything except our way of thinking.” In other words, the unleashed atom 
presents us with problems of unprecedented novelty, requiring for their so- 
lution modes of thought and action of similar novelty. However, many parties 
on both sides continue to think and act largely as though the atomic revolu- 
tion of 1945 had not occurred. 

The availability of nuclear weapons has fundamentally altered the tradi- 
tional relationship between political aims and physical violence. Down to 1945 
a great power, such as the United States, had a rational choice between vio- 
lence and non-violence in achieving its ends vis-a-vis other nations. If it 
wanted a certain result badly enough, and could not achieve it by peaceful 
means, it might well resort to violence, provided a calculus of risk and advan- 
tage favored such a resort. Such a calculus a priori counsels against the use 
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of nuclear weapons since their very destructiveness, in both the short- and 
long-terms, eliminates all possible advantage. The use of nuclear weapons, 
even initially on a limited scale, is an unmitigated disaster, which in the end 
can only lead to the destruction of both sides. 

Thus even our conventional use of language, dealing with nuclear phe- 
nomena in terms of “weapons” and “war,” shows a certain atavistic inade- 
quacy. For terms such as “weapons” and “war” imply a rational relationship 
between those concepts and certain human objectives. A “weapon” tradition- 
ally serves a certain rational purpose, and “war” is traditionally undertaken 
for such a rational purpose; both are absent in the nuclear relations between 
two nuclear powers. Thus use of conventional language, when dealing with 
nuclear weapons and nuclear war, conceals the new reality for whose novelty 
appropriate words have not been found. 

Use of conventional words for novel phenomena not only tends to hide 
the truth; it also suggests that the truth is to be found in the conventional 
meaning of conventional words. Since these words have over long stretches 
of history accumulated a network of associations, assumptions, and conclu- 
sions, the uncritical application of such words to nuclear phenomena pre- 
cludes adequate understanding and successful action. Thus it is fatal to the 
cause of nuclear arms control and disarmament to deal with nuclear weapons 
and nuclear war as though they were but a quantitative extension of conven- 
tional weapons and war. In truth, they are different in kind because they are 
instruments of total destruction, spatially and temporally; therefore they are 
incapable of performing the functions that history has taught us to assign to 
weapons and war. 

In recognition of irrationality, the superpowers have tried to control the 
nuclear arms race, such control issuing ultimately—it is hoped—in nuclear 
disarmament. In the process they have shown alarmingly the extent to which 
they are in practice oblivious to the distinction between conventional and 
nuclear arms control and disarmament. They have bargained and haggled for 
years over issues which might be relevant for conventional weapons but which 
are, in most cases, irrelevant to the nuclear field. What does it mean, for 
instance, that certain Russian missiles are allowed to carry only a specified 
number of independently targetable warheads? What would happen if they 
were to carry more, either by mutual consent or in violation of the treaty? As 
long as the number of warheads does not affect the principle of mutually 
assured destruction, the quality and quantity of the mutual means of destruc- 
tion are irrelevant. To use a conventional metaphor: as long as my enemy has 
one gun with which to kill me it is irrelevant for our mutual relations that he 
has also the finest collection of guns in town. To repeat, the strategic nuclear 
balance between the United States and the Soviet Union, which must indeed 
be maintained, rests upon the mutual ability of utter destruction, which, in 
turn, rests not upon equality of numbers and performance but exclusively 
upon the ability to destroy the enemy regardless of the quality and quantity 


of nuclear weapons he may have. 
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Comparable military strength is but one concept among many, hallowed 
by tradition, that have been rendered obsolete by the nuclear revolution. 
Defense, limited war, victory, alliances, verification, and the distinction be- 
tween combatants and noncombatants are other familiar concepts similarly 
invalidated by the availability of nuclear weapons. What is disquieting and 
ominous is the reluctance of most of those who do our thinking in these mat- 
ters to desist from applying obsolete modes of thought and action to the novel 
conditions of the times. The confused and confusing debate on SALT II and 
the halting and unsuccessful character of subsequent negotiations are prime 
examples of the operation of a cultural lag, one which leads us to attempt to 
solve issues of the nuclear age with the modes of thought and action of a 
bygone age. 

In a fundamental way, this cultural lag has dominated the theory and 
practice of nuclear weapons since 1945. The history of nuclear military doc- 
trine and practice is the story of a succession of futile attempts to assimilate 
nuclear weapons to the traditional purposes of the nation state. For more than 
three decades—from the so-called “clean” H-bomb to the counterforce strat- 
egy—we have tried to make it appear that nuclear weapons are just conven- 
tional weapons writ large, to be manipulated in a conventional way. 

The heart of that debate is the issue of strategic superiority between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. Both sides in the debate recognize in 
the abstract the irrelevance of the concept when applied to nuclear weapons. 
Henry Kissinger gave vent to that irrelevance when, during a press confer- 
ence in July 1974, he declared: “What in the name of God is strategic supe- 
riority? What is the significance of it. . . at these levels of numbers? What 
do you do with it?” Yet in his statement to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on July 31, 1979, he voiced for whatever reasons his regret at 
having intimated in 1974 that strategic superiority had become a meaningless 
concept: 


My statement reflected fatigue and exasperation, not analysis. If both sides main- 
tain the balance, then indeed the race becomes futile and SALT has its place in 
strengthening stability. But if we opt out of the race unilaterally, we will probably 
be faced eventually with a younger group of Soviet leaders who will figure out 
what can be done with strategic superiority. 


It hardly needs to be pointed out that this is a less than convincing argument 
in favor of strategic superiority. 

Kissinger and others have admitted the meaninglessness of the concept 
of superiority in the conventional military sense while endeavoring to give it 
a new political meaning. Once a nation has attained the nuclear optimum in 
terms of assured destruction, so the argument runs, additional nuclear weap- 
ons can add significantly to its political power, if what counts in the power 
calculus is not only the actual power available, but the perception, by other 
nations, of the power available. That is to say, if the Soviet Union possesses 
more warheads than the United States, it does not thereby become militarily 
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more powerful than the United States, but it increases its political power vis- 
a-vis the United States because people perceive it—falsely—to have become 
more powerful militarily. 

The argument, left at this point, is incomplete: it lacks a qualification 
centered on the people who are doing the perceiving. To be frank, the argu- 
ment assumes those doing the perceiving are ignorant. For only ignorant peo- 
ple, unaware of the distinction between conventional and nuclear weapons, 
will attribute significance—wmilitary or political—to the possession of nuclear 
weapons in excess of the military optimum. 

The defenders of the intellectual status quo have also advanced a political 
and military argument that is a typical example of obsolete thinking. The 
strategy of mutual assured destruction, so the argument runs, limits drasti- 
cally the options of the President of the United States. The government of’ 
the United States is faced with two equally unacceptable choices: the slaugh- 
ter of tens of millions of civilians or, if it is repelled by this barbarous alter- 
native, appeasement. Nuclear arms beyond the optimum for assured destruc- 
tion make it possible to wage limited nuclear war, that is, a kind of atomic 
warfare that leaves in its wake “merely” the kind of limited destruction with 
which modern conventional war has acquainted us. 

This search for a way of dealing with nuclear weapons in a conventional 
manner has been, in different guises, a leitmotif of nuclear strategy since 
1945. An enumeration of the different attempts at a new strategy, which 
would allow us to use nuclear weapons without the universal, uncontrolled 
destructive effects which, in theory, we correctly associate with nuclear weap- 
ons is instructive. Take the so-called clean H-bomb, which made its appear- 
ance at the beginning of the 1950s—that is, an H-bomb that would not have 
the devastating, indiscriminate effects which even the kiloton bombs dropped 
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki had. It was a bomb which would have little or no 
fallout and whose effects would be those of a gigantic conventional bomb. In 
the words of a former Chief of Staff of the American Air Force, General Curtis 
LeMay, the nuclear bomb is “just another bomb.” The U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission made short shrift of this idea in The Effects of Nuclear 
Weapons, published in 1962. The commission said that there is no such thing 
as a clean H-bomb, and that all H-bombs are more or less “unclean”—even 
though the distribution of blast, fire, and radiation may be different in differ- 
ent designs of the bomb. The idea that it is possible to devise an H-bomb 
which is not essentially different from a conventional bomb is utterly mis- 
taken. 

Consider, as another example, the conception of “graduated deterrence.” 
This is a method of waging nuclear war which does not escalate almost im- 
mediately into all-out war. Instead—in a rational, almost predetermined way 
similar to a chess game—one side makes a move by, say, “taking out” one 
city, and the other side makes another move, “taking out” a city of its oppo- 
nent. Thus each side, in a perfectly detached, rational way, inflicts a certain 
degree of damage upon the other. This idea has gained wide acceptance in 
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certain so-called think tanks, where playing games with survival issues is 
highly developed. An argument can be made in favor of reviewing the hypo- 
thetical possibilities that exist. However, in practical terms, it is inconceivable 
that living human beings, with the ideological conceptions and values which 
the policymakers in the Soviet Union, the United States, and China possess, 
would look at, say, the destruction of Chicago by the Soviet Union or at the 
destruction of Minsk by the United States with the same detachment with 
which chess players look at the exchange of pawns. They would quickly ar- 
rive at a point where—quite aside from the aroused emotions which make 
calculation difficult—one side or the other would feel that in any rational 
simulation of a chess game one side would take advantage of the other. The 
equivalence theoretically assumed between Minsk and Chicago would not be 
self-evident to the players of the game under such circumstances. The Soviet 
Union will inevitably find that Minsk is more important than Chicago—and 
the United States will find that Chicago is more important than Minsk. They 
will find that this type of graduated deterrence is really not deterrence at all, 
because it leads inevitably by its own dynamism to escalation and to an all- 
out strategic war, which it was the purpose of the enterprise to avoid in the 
first place. Once the United States has arrived at the conclusion that Chicago 
is more important than Minsk, it will take out two Soviet cities, which are 
regarded as the equivalent of another American city, whereupon the Soviet 
Union will take out two American cities, which are regarded as the equivalent 
of one Soviet city. Furthermore, we have to reckon with the passions of the 
people at large and those of the policymakers, for in such an undertaking, 
started in a rational way, enormous powers of passion come into play on both 
sides. The population of the United States will not look with equanimity at 
the successive, however rational, elimination or partial destruction of Ameri- 
can cities and their inhabitants; neither will the people and the government 
of the Soviet Union. Once again, we have a force that almost inevitably will 
lead to escalation and to the various effects which the graduated deterrence 
was intended to avoid. Since we are confronted with the possibility of nuclear 
war, we want to make nuclear war as painless as possible, as limited as pos- 
sible, one might even say, if so grotesque a juxtaposition is allowed, as hu- 
mane as possible. On the other hand, the official military doctrine of the 
Soviet Union has never accepted those distinctions. Soviet doctrine assumes 
that a war, especially a European war, which starts as a conventional or lim- 
ited nuclear war and whose stakes the belligerents regard as of prime impor- 
tance, is bound to escalate into all-out nuclear war. Thus the idea of the fire - 
break—the pause between either conventional war or limited nuclear war, on 
the one hand, and all-out nuclear war, on the other—is alien to the military 
doctrine of the Soviet Union. 

The strategy of counterforce, first enunciated by Secretary of Defense 
Robert S. McNamara in 1962, was another example of a fundamental misun- 
derstanding of nuclear war. It was an attempt to limit nuclear war, thus mak- 
ing it acceptable as an instrument of national policy. The counterforce strategy 
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was simple; it assumed that a nuclear war could be waged and ought to be 
waged not against population and industrial centers, but against strictly mili- 
tary objectives. The revival of this doctrine in recent times rests on the same 
assumption, fortified by the increase in the sophistication of nuclear weapons. 
In 1962 one could well make the case that it was impossible, in view of the 
character of nuclear weapons, to distinguish in practice strictly between mili- 
tary and civilian objectives, that the indiscriminate and widespread destruc- 
tiveness of nuclear weapons was so enormous that a nuclear weapon aimed at 
a military objective was bound to destroy, by virtue of the mere proximity of 
civilian objectives, the latter as well. That argument is still valid. If the Soviet 
Union tries to take out the missile sites near Phoenix and Cheyenne, to give 
only two examples, the Soviet missiles are not likely to be so accurate as to 
destroy the missile sites without any negative effect upon the adjacent popu- 
lation and industrial centers. Recent increases in accuracy may have improved 
the situation somewhat and there may be a grain more merit in the revival of 
the counterforce strategy than in its original formulation. 

A more profound question about the counterforce strategy can be asked, 
however, namely the question as to its ultimate military purpose. In the case 
of the American version of the counterforce strategy, which has been the most 
familiar one, the United States will not initiate a nuclear war by a first strike. 
It will wait until the other side has initiated a nuclear war by a first strike; 
only then will it attack military targets, which the other side presents not 
merely in the form of missile sites but also of the missiles themselves. But 
the first strike would already have emptied of meaning the distinction be- 
tween missile sites which still contain their missiles and other missile sites 
from which the missiles have already departed. 

But let us suppose that this distinction can nevertheless be made, and — 
that this exchange operates as intended. This of course presupposes that the 
enemy who started the war has not destroyed all one’s own missile sites, and 
that one has a sufficient number of missiles left with which to destroy enemy 
missile sites which still contain missiles. Accept all of this and assume that the 
two belligerents knock out their land-based missiles reciprocally, what have 
they gained? They are in the same position that they were originally, except 
that now they have to rely exclusively upon the seaborne deterrent and per- 
haps upon the airborne deterrent. So one would have the same distribution 
of destructive power with the same deterrent effect one had at the beginning 
of the war with only the difference that the mechanics would have changed 
from land-based to sea-based missiles. Some authorities argue that land-based 
missiles are obsolete anyhow, and that they should be phased out through 
arms control negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union. If 
this position is correct, then in the projected counterforce exchange we would 
simply have engaged in a mutual disarmament enterprise by knocking out 
each other’s land-based missiles. We would then be in the same position as 
we were before—that is to say, there would be no victor and no vanquished. 

This leads to another point—the basic distinction between victory and 
defeat in war—which is again a distinction that is deeply ingrained in con- 
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sciousness because it has been derived from millennia of historical experi- 
ence. Thus the military, in particular, have found it unacceptable both in 
Korea and Vietnam that a conventional war should not end in the clear-cut 
victory of that side whose cause is regarded to be just—which is of course 
one’s own side. The same reluctance to give up the distinction between vic- 
tory and defeat is apparent in thinking on nuclear war. The idea that a nuclear 
war should necessarily end in a stalemate or in the mutual destruction of the 
belligerents is unacceptable to those who have made it their profession to 
prepare for victorious wars. They are in the position of a businessman whose 
main purpose in life is to make a profit for his company; then he is suddenly 
faced with the assertion that the best he can hope for is to break even. He 
will never make a profit, never again pay a dividend: obviously such an idea 
goes against his nature. As far as nuclear war is concerned, however, this is 
the sort of situation we face, a situation utterly different from any in the past: 
war itself becomes a completely senseless, irrational enterprise. Even if one 
can keep it limited (counterforce strategy), it will simply end in the same kind 
of equilibrium with which it started, except the composition of forces making 
up the equilibrium will be different. 

Or take the concept of defense. It has been axiomatic throughout history 
that any new weapon will sooner or later call forth a counterweapon, a de- 
fense against it. Let us assume that this axiom is borne out by historical ex- 
perience. Yet the destructiveness of nuclear weapons is so enormous that it is 
inconceivable—in view of present technology, and in particular of costs which 
were blithley overlooked by some in the Reagan administration—that an ef- 
fective defense against nuclear weapons can be devised. Thus the abolition, 
for al] practical purposes, of antiballistic missiles (ABMs) by the two SALT 
negotiations was a recognition of objective facts of the nuclear age. Once we 
have a defense against nuclear weapons, we have removed the main deterrent 
against nuclear war. It is this reality which proposals for star war defenses 
overlooks. If mankind expects to survive a nuclear war, then to wage or not 
to wage nuclear war involves an approach similar to that of conventional war, 

a pragmatic calculation of expedience. 
A tactical nuclear war strategy is another attempt to make possible a nu- 
clear war which will not lead to the destruction of both sides, but which can 
lead to the victory of one side. The conception of tactical nuclear war—that 
is to say, of the battlefield use of nuclear weapons—faces a number of prac- 
tical and theoretical difficulties. First, there is the impossibility of drawing an 
objective, generally recognized and recognizable line between tactics and 
strategy in general. Military schools of thought in all countries have debated this 
question without arriving at a definitive conclusion. The distinction is not so 
much in the objective situation on the battlefield as in the minds of the mili- 
tary planner or director of military operations. The fact that the Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki bombs today are classified as tactical nuclear weapons shows 
how far tactics can be stretched to cover what generally would be regarded as 
strategy. What might be intended by one side as a tactical maneuver may 
thus be interpreted by the other side as a strategic move, and the reply of 
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the other side may be interpreted in either tactical or strategic terms by the 
first side. Since in such situations both sides are inclined to use a worst-case 
approach to the problems, that is, to assume the worst in terms of the inten- 
tions of the enemy, the distinction is bound to break down very quickly. 
While this is true of conventional as well as nuclear war, the problem is ag- 
gravated by the nature of the latter. 

Assume for a moment that a conventional war breaks out in Central Eu- 
rope involving both the United States and the Soviet Union. The United 
States, which has about 9,000 so-called tactical nuclear warheads in Europe, 
first uses some of them against Soviet military targets: bridges, military con- 
centrations, ammunition dumps, and logistics installations. But even that lim- 
ited a use of nuclear weapons leads to the destruction of, say, certain cities in, 
White Russia. The Soviet Union replies in the same tactical spirit by attacking 
the Channel ports of Brest, Cherbourg, Le Havre and so forth, in order to 
inflict upon the Western armies the same tactical disadvantages the Ameri- 
cans have inflicted upon the Soviet Union. But since the tactical targets are 
different in nature, assymetric in the extreme on both sides, when they see 
Le Havre, Brest, and Cherbourg going up in flames, the Americans will ask 
themselves, what are the Soviets after? Is this tactical or is it strategic? Ap- 
plying the worst-case interpretation, the Americans take out some Russian 
cities as a response. The Soviets then reply in kind: if the Americans take out 
some of our cities, we take out some of theirs. Both sides find themselves 
engaged in an all-out strategic war, not because either side wanted it, but 
because the objective dynamism of the initial act leaves neither side a choice. 
Leon Wieseltier explains it thus: 


If the United States ever fights a nuclear war with the Soviet Union, it will almost 
certainly not be because the Soviet Union attacked the United States. It will be 
because the Soviet Union attacked an ally of the United States. The war will not 
begin with a strategic nuclear exchange, but it will probably escalate to it. The 
defense policy of the Atlantic alliance is based upon the inexorability of escala- 
tion. The official metaphors for escalation are “chain of deterrence,” “web of de- 
terrence,” “continuum of deterrence”; the new missiles will be installed to com- 
plete this chain, this web, this continuum.’ 


Deterrence must hold at all levels if the worst nuclear fear of the age is not 
to come to pass. Thus, conventional warfare must be abjured, lest tactical 
theater nuclear weapons be used; tactical nuclear weapons must be abjured, 
lest strategic nuclear weapons be used; and strategic nuclear weapons must 
be abjured at virtually all costs. The promise of escalation is what stays every- 
body's hand. When there is peace, it is a promise of good. But when there is 
war, it is a promise of evil. The metaphors of deterrence are, after all, meta- 
phors of entanglement. When deterrence fails, it may fail at all its levels. That 


"Leon Wieseltier, Nuclear War, Nuclear Peace (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
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is its dark side. The United States has repeatedly declared its intention, in its 
famous policy of “first use,” to rescue Europe's armies by the use of nuclear 
weapons—that is, to “upgrade” a conventional war into a nuclear war. And 
the Soviet Union has declared its intention to interpret any nuclear attack by 
NATO as an attack by the United States—that is, to interpret a theater nu- 
clear war as a strategic nuclear war, and to act accordingly. 

But it is not only doctrine that will make escalation inexorable. It is the 
real situation on the ground. The single most decisive fact about that situation 
is the inadequacy of our allies’ conventional defenses. NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact are roughly equal in manpower, but the Warsaw Pact has particularly 
large advantages in tanks (2.64 to 1), artillery pieces (2.07 to 1), land-based 
bombers (4.83 to 1), fighters (5.07 to 1) and interceptors (7.14 to 1); and its 
supply lines are less of a problem than NATO’s. . . . If a conventional war 
goes badly for these reasons, there will almost certainly be escalation into 
nuclear exchange. A “first use” then is really a last resort. In order to make a 
nuclear defense more credible (not least to the citizens of the democracies to 
be defended), the destructive consequences of first use were concealed for a 
time behind the doctrine of “flexible response,” according to which the most 
horrible nuclear strikes would be averted, or in any case saved for last. The 
deficiencies in the doctrine of flexible response, however, have been amply 
illustrated. The less horrible strikes are pretty horrible. And the nuclear 
strikes would have to begin at once. . .° 

Instead of adapting our thinking to the phenomenon of nuclear weapons 
we have tried to adapt the proposed use of nuclear weapons to our conven- 
tional way of thinking. But as more than three decades of debate have shown, 
it cannot be done. Limited nuclear war with limited damage is conceivable 
only on the premise that the stakes of the war are equally limited. Yet it is 
difficult to imagine a rational resort to nuclear weapons on behalf of interests 
which are not of the first magnitude, justifying—initially or through escala- 
tion—unlimited nuclear commitment and potentially unlimited damage. This 
is the main reason why nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945. Their 
limited application is a contradiction in terms: nuclear weapons are instru- 
ments of uncontrollable and potentially unlimited destruction, coordinated to 
interests of the first rank. Thus Soviet military doctrine stipulates that nuclear 
war on behalf of limited interests, while possible in the initial stages of a 
nuclear war, is likely to escalate into all-out nuclear war. If they are used on 
behalf of first-rank interests, such as in Europe, they will be used as instru- 
ments of total war. 

The conventional modes of thought which have dominated the nuclear 
debate thus far are not accidental. They are the symptoms of a pervasive 
unwillingness to part with conventions hallowed by all of history and of a 
determination to apply to nuclear weapons the modes of thought and action 
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appropriate to bygone eras. The issue of nuclear arms control is a literally 
vital issue, not only for the superpowers, not only for their allies, but for all 
of humanity. For with proliferation now underway in earnest, there is little 
doubt that a nuclear arms race—no longer limited to two superpowers with 
cautious governments that are mortally afraid of each other—but spreading 
over the whole globe, is bound, sooner or later, to lead to an unspeakable 
catastrophe. For history shows, if history shows anything, that all nations have 
been governed at times by fools and knaves, and even a combination of both. 
That was bad enough before nuclear weapons existed. But imagine a fool or 
knave or a combination of both in the possession of nuclear weapons, and 
nuclear war becomes unavoidable. So it is the almost inevitable danger of 
actual nuclear war, inherent in the dynamism of a generalized unlimited nu-: 
clear arms race, which makes nuclear arms control and in the end nuclear 
disarmament a question of life or death for all mankind. 

Yet what is theoretically required is particularly difficult to obtain. The 
control of nuclear weapons is made possible by the ability of major nuclear 
powers to reach that optimum of assured destruction beyond which it is irra- 
tional to go. But in practice it is predicated upon the stability of nuclear tech- 
nology; for it is only on that assumption that the nations concerned can afford 
to desist from competition. Thus the major nuclear powers could agree upon 
the cessation of atmospheric and underwater tests since for the time being no 
technological progress can be expected from testing in these media. Yet they 
continue to test underground and in outer space, and to engage in research 
and experimentation, searching for opportunities of improving existing weap- 
ons technologies and discovering new ones. Nuclear arms control, in view of 
its dependence upon technological stability, is likely to remain both limited 
and temporary. As long as with respect to conventional arms the political 
incentive to military competition persists and the basic distinction between 
conventional and nuclear weapons is not consistently recognized, disarma- 
ment is impossible and arms control at best precarious. 





Security 


The more thoughtful observers have realized that the solution for the problem 
of disarmament does not lie within disarmament itself. They have found it in 
security. Armaments are the result of certain psychological factors. So long as 
these factors persist, the resolution of nations to arm themselves will also 
persist, and that resolution will make disarmament impossible. The generally 
professed and most frequent actual motive for armaments is fear of attack; 
that is, a feeling of insecurity. Hence, it has been argued that what is needed 
is to make nations actually secure from attack by some new device and thus 
to give them a feeling of security. The motive force and the actual need for 
armaments would then disappear; for nations would find in that new device 
the security they had formerly sought in armaments. Since the end of the 
First World War, all politically active nations of the world have been, at one 
time or another, legally committed to two such devices: collective security 
and an international police force. 


COLLECTIVE SECURITY 


We have already discussed the legal aspects of the problem of collective se- 
curity as it has presented itself in Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, in Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, and in the 
“Uniting for Peace” Resolution of the United Nations General Assembly.' It 
remains to consider the political problems which collective security poses, 
with special reference to the problem of international order and peace. 

In a working system of collective security, the problem of security is no 
longer the concern of the individual nation, to be taken care of by armaments 
and other elements of national power. Security becomes the concern of all 
nations, which will take care collectively of the security of each of them as 
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though their own security were at stake. If A threatens B’s security, C, D, E, 
F, G, H, I, J, and K will take measures on behalf of B and against A as though 
A threatened them as well as B, and vice versa.* One for all and all for one is 
the watchword of collective security. As Bismarck put it to the British Am- 
bassador Lord Loftus on April 12, 1869, according to the latter’s report to the 
Sritish Foreign Secretary, the Earl of Clarendon, on April 17, 1869: “If you 
would only declare that whatever Power should wilfully break the Peace of 
Europe, would be looked upon by you as a common enemy—we will readily 
adhere to, and join you in that declaration—and such a course, if supported 
by other Powers, would be the surest guarantee for the Peace of Europe.” 

We have already pointed out that the logic of collective security is flaw- 
less, provided it can be made to work under the conditions prevailing on the 
international scene.* For collective security to operate as a device for the 
prevention of war, three assumptions must be fulfilled: (1) the collective sys- 
tem must be able to muster at all times such overwhelming strength against 
any potential aggressor or coalition of aggressors that the latter would never 
dare to challenge the order defended by the collective system; (2) at least 
those nations whose combined strength would meet the requirement under 
(1) must have the same conception of security which they are supposed to 
defend; (3) those nations must be willing to subordinate their conflicting po- 
litical interests to the common good defined in terms of the collective defense 
of all member states. 

It is conceivable that all these assumptions may be realized in a particular 
situation. The odds, however, are strongly against such a possibility. There is 
nothing in past experience and in the general nature of international politics 
to suggest that such a situation is likely to occur. It is indeed true that, under 
present conditions of warfare no less than under those of the past, no single 
nation is strong enough to defy a combination of all the other nations with any 
chance for success. Yet it is extremely unlikely that in an actual situation only 
one single nation would be found in the position of the aggressor. Generally, 
more than one nation will actively oppose the order collective security tries 
to defend, and other nations will be in sympathy with that opposition. 

The reason for this situation lies in the character of the order defended 
by collective security. That order is of necessity the status quo as it exists at 
a particular moment. Thus the collective security of the League of Nations 
sought the preservation of the territorial status quo as it existed when the 
League of Nations was established in 1919. But in 1919 a number of nations 
were already strongly opposed to that territorial status quo—the nations de- 
feated in the First World War, as well as Italy, which felt itself despoiled of 
some of the promised fruits of victory. Other nations, such as the United 
States and the Soviet Union, were at best indifferent toward the status quo. 





*See the diagram on page 456. 
"See pages 315-16. 


Security 453 

For France and its allies, who were the main beneficiaries of the status quo 
of 1919 and most anxious to defend it by means of collective security, security 
meant the defense of the frontiers as they had been established by the peace 
treaties of 1919 and the perpetuation of their predominance on the continent 
of Europe. Security for the dissatisfied nations meant the exact opposite: the 
rectification of those frontiers and a general increase in their power relative 
to France and its allies. 

This grouping of nations into those in favor of the status quo and those 
opposed to it is not at all peculiar to the period following the First World 
War. It is, as we know, the elemental pattern of international politics. As 
such, it recurs in all periods of history. Through the antagonism between 
status quo and imperialistic nations, it provides the dynamics of the historic 
process. This antagonism is resolved either in compromise or in war. Only on 
the assumption that the struggle for power as the moving force of interna- 
tional politics might subside or be superseded by a higher principle can col- 
lective security have a chance for success. Since, however, nothing in the 
reality of international affairs corresponds to that assumption, the attempt 
to freeze the particular status quo by means of collective security is in the 
long run doomed to failure. In the short run, collective security may suc- 
ceed in safeguarding a particular status quo because of the temporary weak- 
ness of the opponents. Its failure to succeed in the long run is due to the 
absence of the third assumption upon which we have predicated the suc- 
cess of collective security. In the early 1980's, Britain and Argentina clashed 
over the Falkland Islands, Israel invaded Lebanon, and the United States 
sent troops into Grenada. Whatever resolutions the United Nations passed, 
neither it nor its members were able to turn back the states engaged in 
these actions. 

In the light of historic experience and the actual nature of international 
politics, we must assume that conflicts of interest will continue on the inter- 
national scene. No nation or combination of nations, however strong and de- 
voted to international law, can afford to oppose by means of collective security 
all aggression at all times, regardless of by whom and against whom it may be 
_committed. The United States and the United Nations came to the aid of 
South Korea when it was attacked in 1950 because they had the strength and 
interest to do so. Would they make themselves again the champions of collec- 
tive security if tomorrow Indonesia should be the victim of aggression, or 
Chile, or Egypt? What would the United States and the United Nations do if 
two different aggressors should start marching at the same time? Would they 
oppose these two aggressors indiscriminately, without regard for the interests 
involved and the power available, and would they refuse to violate the prin- 
ciples of collective security and refrain from taking on only the one who was 
either more dangerous or easier to handle? And if tomorrow South Korea 
should turn the tables and commit an act of aggression against North Korea 
or China, would the United States and the United Nations then turn around 
and fight South Korea? 
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The answer is bound to be either “No,” as in the last-mentioned hypo- 
thetical case, or a question mark. Yet according to the principles of collective 
security, the answer ought to be an unqualified “Yes.” These principles re- 
quire collective measures against all aggression, regardless of circumstances 
of power and interest. The principles of foreign policy require discrimination 
among different kinds of aggressions and aggressors, according to the circum- 
stances of power and interest. Collective security as an ideal is directed 
against all aggression in the abstract; foreign policy can only operate against a 
particular concrete aggressor. The only question collective security is allowed 
to ask is: “Who has committed aggression?” Foreign policy cannot help ask- 
ing: “What interest do I have in opposing this particular aggressor and what 
power with which to oppose him?” 

Collective security, then, can succeed only on the further assumption . 
that all or virtually all nations will come to the defense of the status quo, 
threatened in the security of a particular nation, even at the risk of war, re- 
gardless of whether they could justify such a policy in view of their own in- 
dividual interests. In other words, what collective security demands of the 
individual nations is to forsake national egotisms and the national policies 
serving them. Collective security expects the policies of the individual nations 
to be inspired by the ideal of mutual assistance and a spirit of self-sacrifice 
which will not shrink even from the supreme sacrifice of war should it be 
required by that ideal. 

This third assumption is really tantamount to the assumption of a moral 
revolution infinitely more fundamental than any moral change that has oc- 
curred in the history of Western civilization. It is a moral revolution not only 
in the actions of statesmen representing their countries but also in the actions 
of plain citizens. Not only are the latter expected to support national policies 
that are at times bound to run counter to the interests of the nation, they are. 
also expected to be ready to lay down their lives and risk total destruction in 
a nuclear war for the security of any nation anywhere on the globe. It can be 
maintained that if men everywhere would feel and act that way, the lives of 
all men would be forever secure. The truth of the conclusion is as much 
beyond dispute as the hypothetical character of the premise. 

- Men generally do not feel and act, whether as individuals among them- 
selves or as members of their nations with regard to other nations, as they 
ought to feel and act if collective security is to succeed. And there is, as we 
have tried to show, less chance today than there has been at any time in 
modern history that they would act in conformity with moral precepts of a 
supranational character if such action might be detrimental to the interests of 
their respective nations. There is no law-enforcing agency above the individ- 
ual nations, and there are no overwhelming moral and social pressures to 
which they could be subjected. Thus they are bound always to pursue what 
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they regard to be their own national interests. Conflicts between national and 
supranational interests and morality are inevitable, at least for some nations, 
under any conceivable conditions that might call for the realization of collec- 
tive security. Those nations cannot help resolving such a conflict in favor of 
their own individual interests and thus paralyzing the operations of the collec- 
tive system. 

In the light of this discussion, we must conclude that collective security 
cannot be made to work in the contemporary world as it must work according 
to its ideal assumptions. Yet it is the supreme paradox of collective security 
that any attempt to make it work with less than ideal perfection will have the 
opposite effect from what it is supposed to achieve. It is the purpose of col- 
lective security to make war impossible by marshaling in defense of the status 
quo such overwhelming strength that no nation will dare to resort to force in 
order to change the status quo. But the less ideal are the conditions for mak- 
ing collective security work, the less formidable will be the combined 
strength of the nations willing to defend the status quo. If an appreciable 
number of nations are opposed to the status quo and if they are unwilling to 
give the common good, as defined in terms of collective security, precedence 
over their opposition, the distribution of power between the status quo and 
anti-status quo nations will no longer be overwhelmingly in favor of the for- 
mer. Rather the distribution of power will take on the aspects of a balance of 
power which may still favor the status quo nations, but no longer to such an 
extent as to operate as an absolute deterrent upon those opposed to the status 
quo. 

The attempt to put collective security into effect under such conditions— 
which are, as we know, the only conditions under which it can be put into 
effect—will not preserve peace, but will make war inevitable. And not only 
will it make war inevitable, it will also make localized wars impossible and 
thus make war universal. For, under the regime of collective security as it 
actually would work under contemporary conditions, if A attacks B, then C, 
D, E, and F might honor their collective obligations and come to the aid of 
B, while G and H might try to stand aside and I, J, and K might support A’s 
. aggression. Were there no system of collective security, A might attack B with 
whatever consequences that might have for A and B, with no other nations 
being involved in the war. Under a system of collective security operating 
under less than ideal conditions, war between A and B, or between any other. 
two nations anywhere in the world, of necessity evokes the risk of war among 
all or at best most nations of the world. 

From the beginning of the modern state system to the First World War, 
it was the main concern of diplomacy to localize an actual or threatened con- 
flict between two nations, in order to prevent it from spreading to other na- 
tions. The efforts of British diplomacy in the summer of 1914 to limit the 
conflict between Austria and Serbia to those two nations are an impressive, 
however unsuccessful, example. By the very logic of its assumptions, the di- 
plomacy of collective security must aim at transforming all local conflicts into 
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world conflicts. If this cannot be one world of peace, it cannot help being one 
world of war. Since peace is supposed to be indivisible, it follows that war is 
indivisible, too. Under the assumptions of collective security, any war any- 
where in the world, then, is potentially a world war. Thus a device intent 
upon making war impossible ends by making war universal. Instead of pre- 
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serving peace between two nations, collective security, as it must actually 
operate in the contemporary world, is bound to destroy peace among all na- 
tions.° 

These comments on collective security as a practical device for preserv- 
ing peace are borne out by the experience of the two attempts to apply col- 
lective security in a concrete case—the League of Nations sanctions against 
Italy in 1935-36 and the United Nations intervention in defense of the terri- 
torial integrity of South Korea from 1950 to 1953. 


The Italo-Ethiopian War 


After Italy's attack on Ethiopia, the League of Nations put into motion the 
mechanism of collective security provided for in Article 16 of the Covenant. 
It soon became apparent that none of the asumptions upon whose realization 
the success of collective security depends was present or could have been 
present under the actual conditions of world politics. 

The United States, Germany, and Japan were not members of the 
League system of collective security and were, furthermore, divided in their 
sympathies. Germany had already openly embarked upon policies designed 
to overthrow the existing status quo in Europe. Japan was already well on its 
way to overthrow the status quo in the Far East. Both, therefore, could only 
look with favor on an undertaking that, by overthrowing the status quo in an 
out-of-the-way region, would weaken the position of Great Britain and 
France, who were vitally interested in the preservation of the status quo in 
Europe and the Far East. The United States, on the other hand, approved of 
the attempts to strengthen the defense of the status quo, while the temper of 
public opinion in the country prevented it from taking an active part in such 
attempts. The nations who were prepared to do everything they could for the 
success of the League experiment were either too weak to do much of con- 
sequence—such as the Scandinavian countries—or—as in the case of the So- 
viet Union—their ulterior motives were suspect. Furthermore, the Soviet 
. Union was lacking in naval strength, indispensable under the circumstances, 
and had no access to the theater of decisive operations without the co-opera- 
tion of the geographically intervening nations, which was not forthcoming. 

Thus the case of collective security vs. Italy was in essence the case of 
Great Britain and France vs. Italy. This was a far cry from the ideal prereq- 
uisite of a concentration of overwhelming power which no prospective law- 
breaker would dare to challenge. It is of course true that the combined 
strength of Great Britain and France would have sufficed to crush Italy. Yet 
Great Britain and France were not only members of the League system of 
collective security; they had other moral, legal, and political commitments. 





‘How collective security might operate successfully on the regional level—that is, in the 
shadow of a great power—has been indicated above, pages 194 ff.; see also pages 553 ff. 
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Nor were they engaged in defending the status quo against Italy alone. They 
were involved in a world-wide struggle for power, of which the conflict with 
Italy was only one—and not the most important—segment. While they were 
opposing Italy’s attack upon the status quo, they could not overlook the pro- 
gressing attack of Japan, nor could they be oblivious to the preparations for 
attack going on east of the Rhine. Nor, finally, were they able to divorce from 
their policies toward the Soviet Union their fear of Communism as a revolu- 
tionary movement threatening the domestic status quo. What Great Britain 
and France conceived as their national interests contradicted what collective 
security required them to do. More particularly, they were resolved and 
made their resolution known not to go so far in defense of Ethiopia as to risk 
war with Italy. In the already quoted words of Sir Winston Churchill: “First, 
the Prime Minister had declared that sanctions meant war; secondly, he was . 
resolved that there must be no war; and thirdly, he decided upon sanctions. 
It was evidently impossible to comply with these three conditions.”® 

Unwilling to subordinate their national interests to the requirements of 
collective security, Great Britain and France were also unwilling to pursue 
their national interests without regard to collective security. This was the fatal 
error of British and French foreign policy. By pursuing either cause halfheart- 
edly and without consistency, they failed in both. Not only did they not save 
the status quo in East Africa, but they also pushed Italy into the arms of 
Germany. They destroyed the collective system of the League of Nations as 
well as their own prestige as defenders of the status quo. Among the causes 
for the increasing boldness of the anti-status quo nations in the late thirties, 
culminating in a war of aggression, this loss of prestige holds a prominent 
place. 
The debacle of collective security, as applied to the Italian aggression 
against Ethiopia, conveys two important lessons. It shows the contradiction 
between an ideally perfect scheme of reform and a political reality that lacks 
all the elements upon which the success of the scheme was predicated. It 
shows also the fatal weakness of a foreign policy that is incapable of deciding 
whether to be guided by the national interest, however defined, or by a su- 
pranational principle embodying what is considered to be the common good 
of the community of nations. 


The Korean War 


The lessons that could have been learned from the theoretical analysis of col- 
lective security, and that were borne out by the experience of the Italo-Ethi- 
opian War, were fully confirmed by the experience of the Korean War. 

The attack of North Korea against South Korea on June 25, 1950, was 
joined by China in November of the same year. In the absence of even the 
slightest doubt as to the legal merits of the case, collective security would 
have required that all members of the United Nations come to the aid of 
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South Korea, the victim of aggression. In view of the nature and the military 
consequences of the aggression, this aid, to be effective, could only have 
taken the form of the dispatch of armed forces to the battlefront. Yet of 
the sixty members of the United Nations, only sixteen sent armed forces of 
any kind, and of these only the United States, Canada, Great Britain, and 
Turkey can be said to have contributed more than token forces.South Korea, 
the country immediately concerned, and the United States provided about 
ninety percent of the armed forces that fought in Korea. In the course of the 
war, one great power, China, joined the North Korear as an active participant 
in the war itself. Other members of the United Nations with military 
capabilities, such as Argentina, Brazil, Czechoslovakia, India, Mexico, 
Poland, remained on the side lines, taking no active part in the military 
operations on either side. Thus the reality of collective security, as applied in 
the Korean War, corresponds exactly to the pattern outlined above. Given the 
conditions of contemporary world politics, it could not have been otherwise. 

In order to understand the different attitudes taken by different nations 
with regard to the Korean War, it is neither sufficient nor necessary to consult 
the legal texts concerning the obligations imposed upon the member states by 
a system of collective security. It is, however, sufficient and indeed indis- 
pensable to consult their interests and the power available to them in support 
of those interests. 

As was shown above,’ the very existence of Korea as an autonomous state 
has been for more than two thousand years a function of the balance of power 
in the Far East, either in terms of the supremacy of one power that controlled 
and protected Korea or in terms of rival imperialisms meeting on the Korean 
peninsula and establishing there a very unstable equilibrium for generally 
short duration. The controlling and protecting power was traditionally China, 
challenged from time to time with varying success by Japan. Toward the end 
of the nineteenth century, Russia replaced China as the competitor of Japan 
for the control of Korea. At the end of the Second World War, with China 
and Japan too weak to perform their historic function with regard to Korea, 
_the United States and the Soviet Union took over that function, the United 
States, as it were, taking the place of Japan and the Soviet Union that of 
China. Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union could allow the other 
power to control all of Korea. As seen from the vantage point of Japan, whose 
protection is a vital interest of the United States, Korea in the hands of a 
potentially hostile power is like a drawn dagger and so it is as seen from the 
vantage point of Russia and, more particularly, China. Thus the division of 
Korea into an American and Russian zone at the end of the Second World 
War was the expression both of the interests of the two nations concerned 
and of the power available to them, since at that time neither was in a position 
to risk a major conflict over the control of all of Korea. 
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This issue of the control of all of Korea was reopened when South Korea 
was attacked by North Korea, supported by the Soviet Union. The all-out 
support of the United States for South Korea was justified by its interest in 
the security of Japan and the over-all stability of the Far East. It was that 
latter interest that justified the substantial support of Canada and Great Brit- 
ain. The token contributions of other nations, such as Australia, Belgium, 
Colombia, France, Luxembourg, and Turkey, can be explained either by the 
same interest or by their special dependence upon the good will of the United 
States. And the failure of most nations to contribute anything derives from 
lack of interest or lack of power, or from both. 

But even this support, slight when compared with the total military 
strength of the members of the United Nations, would have been ample for 
the repulsion of the North Korean aggression, short of a major war. In other 
words, collective security could have operated successfully even under the 
less than ideal conditions that prevailed before the intervention of China. 
That intervention transformed completely the character of the Korean War. 
Before it, the war could still be called a collective security war or a police 
action by virtue of the preponderant military force opposing the aggressor. 
With that intervention the conflict took on the character of a traditional war 
in which the approximately equal forces of two coalitions oppose each other. 
Short of a general conflagration, there was no possibility for either side to 
defeat the other, as South Korea would have been able to defeat North Korea 
with the assistance of the United Nations forces. From the moment a great 
power joined the aggressor, only a collective security effort commensurate 
with the magnitude of the aggression—that is, all-out war against a great 
power—could have defeated the aggressors. In short, collective security, con- 
ceived as an instrument for the protection of the status quo by peaceful 
means, defeats its avowed purpose and becomes an instrument of all-out war . 
if the aggressor is a great power. 

The Korean War did not put collective security to the full test of this 
paradox, for the interests of the great powers involved in it limited the war to 
the Korean peninsula. China intervened against the United Nations advance 
into North Korea for the same reasons that had led to the intervention of the 
United States against the North Korean advance into South Korea: the fear of 
a united Korea in potentially hostile hands. Collective security would have 
required not only the momentary repulsion of aggression, but also the estab- 
lishment of security for the future, an objective to be achieved only by the 
defeat of China in an all-out war. Similarly, the restoration of traditional 
Chinese control over the Korean peninsula would have required the defeat of 
the United States in an all-out war. Neither the United States nor China was 
willing to take upon itself the burden and risks demanded by such an enter- 
prise. Thus both nations were satisfied with a temporary continuation of the 
division, however precarious and unstable, of Korea into two spheres of influ- 
ence, reflecting the balance of power in the Far East. 

In this respect, as in the others discussed before, the dilemmas and con- 
tradictions to which the Korean War, considered as a collective security ac- 
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tion, has given rise stem from the contradictions inherent in the very idea of 
collective security when it is put into practice under the political conditions 
of the contemporary world. 


AN INTERNATIONAL POLICE FORCE 


The idea of an international police force goes a step beyond collective security 
in that the application of collective force against an actual or prospective law- 
breaker no longer lies within the control of the individual nations. The inter- 
national police would operate under the command of an international agency, 
which would decide when and how to employ it. No such police force has 
ever operated as a permanent international organization. The members of the 
United Nations are, however, obligated by Articles 42 ff. of the Charter to 
create such a force in the form of a United Nations Armed Force. No progress 
has yet been made in executing that obligation. 

The hopes for the preservation of peace which have been connected with 
an international police force since the end of the First World War are derived 
from an analogy with the peace-preserving functions the police performs in 
domestic societies. This analogy is, however, misleading on three grounds. 

Domestic societies are composed of millions of members of which at any 
one time normally only a very small fraction is engaged in violating the law. 
The spread of power among members of domestic societies is extreme, since 
there are very powerful and very weak members; yet the combined power of 
law-abiding citizens will normally be far superior to any combination of even 
the most powerful lawbreakers. The police as the organized agency of the law- 
abiding majority does not need to exceed relatively small proportions in order 
to be able to cope with any foreseeable threat to law and order. 

In these three respects the international situation is significantly differ- 
ent. International society is composed of a relatively small number of mem- 
bers, amounting to more than 150 sovereign states. Among these there are 
. giants, like the United States and the Soviet Union, and pygmies, such as 
Luxembourg and Nicaragua. What is more important, the power of any one 
of the giants constitutes a very considerable fraction of the total power of the 
community of nations. A giant in combination with one or two second-rate 
nations or a few small ones may easily exceed the strength of all the other 
nations combined. In view of such a formidable potential opposition, a police 
force of truly gigantic dimensions would obviously be needed if it should be 
able to squelch an infringement of law and order without transforming every 
police action into full-scale war. This would still be true, only on a propor- 
tionately smaller scale, if general disarmament should reduce drastically the 
armed forces of the individual nations. For the international police would still 
have to constitute a counterweight of overwhelming superiority to the military 
spirit and training, the industrial capacity, strategic advantages—in short, the 
power potential of the great powers—which in case of conflict could easily be 
transformed into actual military strength. 
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On the assumption, then—which is indeed merely hypothetical—that 
nations would be willing to surrender the instruments for the protection and 
furtherance of their own interests to an international police force, how is such 
an international police force to be composed? The nature of international so- 
ciety as it actually is allows no satisfactory answer to that question. 

In domestic societies the police force is naturally composed of members 
who are fully identified with the existing law and order. But let us assume 
that among them there are some opposed to the existing law and order, and 
that their number is proportionate to the segment of the total population op- 
posed to it; the number of the disaffected would be so small as to be virtually 
negligible and unable to affect the striking power of the police. An interna- 
tional police force would necessarily have to be composed of a proportionate ' 
or equal number of citizens of the different nations. These nations, however, 
as we have seen, are virtually always divided into defenders and opponents of 
the existing status quo; that is, of the existing law and order. Their citizens as 
members of the international police force could not but share the national 
preferences in this respect. Would they be expected to fight against their own 
nations in defense of a status quo to which they, as members of their nations, 
must be opposed? Given the relative strength of national and international 
loyalties in the contemporary world, in case of conflict the national loyalties 
could not but attract the respective members of the international police force 
like so many magnets, thus dissolving the international police force before it 
could ever meet a challenge to the existing law and order. 

These general considerations, applying to international society as a whole 
and more particularly to its most powerful members, are of course not inval- 
idated by the exceptional possibility for an international police force to pre- 
vent strictly circumscribed local breaches of the law, provided all the nations 
directly concerned have an interest in that prevention. The classic example of — 
this possibility is the United Nations Emergency Force established after the 
Suez invasion of 1956 to protect the frontiers between Egypt and Israel 
around the Gaza Strip and to enforce the demilitarization of the Straits of 
Tiran. The example of UNEF is also illustrative of the limitations created by 
the opposing states when one recalls the immediate compliance with Egypt's 
request to withdraw the force in 1967. 

An international police force in a society of sovereign states is a contra- 
diction in terms. In the larger context of the world state we will meet this 
problem again. The problem of an international police force, to be solved at 
all, must be solved within the framework of a world society that commands 
the ultimate secular loyalty of its individual members and has developed a 
conception of justice by which the individual nations composing it are willing 
to test the legitimacy of their individual claims.® 
ee 

Cf. in greater detail, Hans J. Morgenthau, “The Political Conditions for an International 
Police Force,” International Organization, Vol. XVII, No. 2 (Spring 1963), pp. 393 ff: and “The 
impartiality of the International Police,” in Salo Engel and B. A. Métall, Law, State, and Inter- 
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Judicial Settlement 





THE NATURE OF THE JUDICIAL FUNCTION 


‘The existence of conflicts among nations makes the realization of international 
peace through disarmament, collective security, and an international police 
force impossible. Nation A wants something of nation B which nation B is not 
willing to concede. In consequence, an armed contest between A and B is 
always possible. If there were a way acceptable to A and B of settling that 
conflict peaceably, it would make war superfluous as the supreme arbiter of 
conflicts among nations. And here again the analogy with domestic society is 
tempting. 

In primitive societies, individuals often settle their conflicting claims 
through fighting. They abstain from seeking a decision by violent means only 
when in the appeal to the authoritative decision of impartial judges they find 
a substitute for their appeal to arms. It seems obvious to conclude that, if 
such impartial judges were only available for the authoritative decision of in- 
ternational disputes, the main cause of war would be removed. 

Such is indeed the conclusion many humanitarians and statesmen have 
drawn with increasing frequency and intensity since the middle of the nine- 
teenth century. Toward the end of that century, the so-called Arbitration 
Movement, whose main tenet was the compulsory settlement of all interna- 
tional disputes by international tribunals, could boast considerable mass sup- 
port and enthusiastic loyalties. Its public influence was comparable to that of 
the mass movements which later pinned their hopes on the League of Na- 
tions, the United Nations, and a world state. We have already traced the 
history of the unsuccessful attempts to establish compulsory jurisdiction of 
international courts for the peaceful settlement of international disputes which 
otherwise might lead to war.’ It remains to examine the reasons for the failure 
of most nations, particularly the great powers, to accept the compulsory juris- 
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diction of international courts. It is not the stupidity or wickedness of states- 
men or nations that must be held responsible for this failure, but the nature 
of international politics and of the society within which it operates. 

The analogy between the pacifying influence of domestic courts and the 
anticipated similar effect of international courts is mistaken. Courts decide 
disputes on the basis of the law as it is. The law as it is provides the common 
ground on which the plaintiff and the defendant meet. Both claim that the 
law as it is supports their cause, that it is on their side, and they ask the court 
to decide the case on that ground. The disputes they ask the court to de- 
cide—aside from questions of fact—concern the bearing of the existing law, 
differently interpreted by plaintiff and defendant, on their respective claims. 

Such is the fundamental issue with which courts, domestic and interna- . 
tional, must deal, and such is the nature of virtually all cases with which 
international courts have actually dealt. But those are not the issues which set 
nation against nation in deadly conflict and entail the risk of war. What is at 
stake in those international conflicts which are rightly called “political” and 
which have caused all major wars is not what the law is, but what it ought to 
be. The issue is here not the interpretation of the existing law recognized as 
legitimate by both sides, at least for the purposes of the lawsuit, but the 
legitimacy of the existing law in the face of the demand for change. 

To cite only a few recent examples: Everybody knew in 1938 what the 
legal situation was with regard to Czechoslovakia. Nobody had any doubts in 
1939 what international law said with regard to the status of Danzig and the 
German-Polish frontier. There is no disagreement today concerning the rules 
of international law which apply to the rights and the obligations of the Soviet 
Union and Turkey with reference to the Dardanelles. What was or is at issue 
in all these controversies evoking the specter of war is not the application and. 
interpretation of international law as it is, but the legitimacy of the existing 
legal order and the justification of the demand for its change. What Germany 
was opposed to in regard to Czechoslovakia, Danzig, and Poland, and what 
the Soviet Union opposes with respect to the Dardanelles, is not a particular 
interpretation of international law concerning these matters, but the existing 
legal order as such. What Germany wanted and what the Soviet Union wants 
is a new legal order to replace the old. It is this demand that was resisted by 
Great Britain and France in the case of Germany. The incompatibility be- 
tween the demand for a new legal order and the defense of the old brought 
on the Second World War. And it is the same demand on the part of the 
Soviet Union, in the form of wars of national liberation, and the resistance 
to it by the Western powers, that poisons the international atmosphere 
today. 

In political terms, such clashes between the existing legal order and the 
demand for its change are but another manifestation of the antagonism be- 
tween the status quo and imperialism. Any particular distribution of power, 
once it has reached some degree of stability, is hardened into a legal order. 
This legal order net only provides the new status quo with ideological dis- 
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guises and moral justifications; it also surrounds the new status quo with a 
bulwark of legal safeguards, the violation of which will put into motion the 
enforcement mechanisms of the law. The function of the courts is to put the 
enforcement action into motion by determining whether the concrete case 
under consideration justifies such action according to the existing rules of law. 
Thus any system of existing law is of necessity an ally of the status quo, and 
the courts cannot fail to be its custodians. This is so in the international 
sphere no less than on the domestic scene. 

Whenever the issue is one of determination of rights or of accommoda- 
tion of interests within the generally accepted framework of the status quo, 
the courts will find for the plaintiff or the defendant, as the case may be. 
Whenever the issue is one of preservation or fundamental change of the status 
quo, the answer of the courts is ready before a question is even asked: they 
must decide in favor of the existing status quo and refuse the demand for 
change. The courts of France in 1790 could no more have abolished the feu- 
dalistic monarchy and transformed France into a middle-class republic than 
an international court in 1800 could have given Napoleon predominance over 
Europe. It is not open to doubt that an international court would have ren- 
dered judgment in 1938 for Czechoslovakia, in 1939 for Danzig and Poland, 
and in 1950 for South Korea, against Germany and North Korea respectively. 
Since it is in its essence the status quo couched in legal terms, existing law 
favors the status quo, and the courts can only apply the existing law to the 
case in hand. 

To invoke international law and international courts in a crisis where not 
the determination of rights and the accommodation of interests within the 
status quo, but the very survival of the status quo is at stake is a favorite 
device of status quo nations. International law and international courts are 
their natural allies. Imperialistic nations are inevitably opposed to the existing 
status quo and its legal order and will not think of submitting the controversy 
to the authoritative decision of an international court. For the court cannot 
grant their demands without destroying the very foundation on which its au- 
thority rests. 


THE NATURE OF INTERNATIONAL CONFLICTS: 
TENSIONS AND DISPUTES 


Not only will controversies about changing the ‘status quo not be submitted 
to courts, but they will generally not even be formulated in legal terms, the 
only terms of which courts can take cognizance. In September 1938, the real 
issue between Germany and Czechoslovakia was not sovereignty over the Su- 
detenland but the military and political domination of Central Europe. The 
dispute over the Sudetenland was only one symptom of this issue among sev- 
eral. Of these symptoms the outstanding were the dispute with Austria cul- 
minating in the annexation of Austria by Germany in March 1938 and the 
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dispute with Czechoslovakia in March 1939 resulting in the establishment of 
a German protectorate over that country. 

The one cause underlying all these symptoms was a conflict whose stakes 
were not territorial concessions and legal adjustments within the framework 
of a recognized status quo, but the survival of the status quo itself, the over- 
all distribution of power, the all or nothing of supremacy in Central Europe. 
The disputes symptomatic of the power conflict could be formulated in the 
legal terms of claims, counterclaims, and denials, and as such be admitted 
and rejected by a court of law. The underlying cause was incapable even of 
formulation in legal terms, for the legal order whose survival was threatened 
by the claim for change had no legal concepts to express that claim, let alone 
a legal remedy to satisfy it. 

At the bottom of disputes that entail the risk of war there is a tension 
between the desire to preserve the existing distribution of power and the 
desire to overthrow it. These conflicting desires, for reasons already dis- 
cussed,* are rarely expressed in their own terms—terms of power—but are 
couched in moral and legal terms. What the representatives of nations talk 
about are moral principles and legal claims. What their talk refers to are con- 
flicts of power. We propose to refer to the unformulated conflicts of power as 
“tensions. and call the conflicts formulated in legal terms “disputes.” A dis- 
cussion of the typical relations between tensions and disputes will make clear 
the function international courts are able to fulfill for the preservation of in- 
ternational peace. Three such typical relations can be distinguished. 


Pure Disputes 


Between two nations there is sometimes no tension at all, yet there are dis- 
putes. Or sometimes, despite the existence of a tension, the dispute has no 
relation to the tension. In this case we speak of “pure disputes.” 

Let us suppose that the United States and the Soviet Union are involved 
in a dispute over the exchange rate between dollars and rubles for the diplo- 
matic personnel of the two countries. Despite the tension that exists between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, it is conceivable that such a dispute 
be submitted by the two parties to an international court for authoritative 
decision. Pure disputes, then, are susceptible to judicial decision. 


Disputes with the Substance of a Tension 


A relation may, however, exist between a tension and a dispute. Such a rela- 
tion can be of two different kinds. The subject matter of the dispute may be 
identical with a certain segment of the subject matter of the tension. The 
tension may be compared to an iceberg, the main part of which is submerged 
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while the top stands out above the surface of the ocean. That smal] segment 
of the tension can be defined in legal terms and made the subject of a dispute. 
We call this type “disputes with the substance of a tension.” 

One of the main issues of the tension between the United States and the 
Soviet Union is the distribution of power in Europe. The Potsdam Agreement 
is a legal document that endeavored to settle the aspects of that issue con- 
nected with the occupation and administration of Germany by the Allies. The 
subject matter of the Potsdam Agreement, then, was identical with a segment 
of the issue that constituted the subject matter of the tension between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. A dispute over the interpretation of the 
Potsdam Agreement had a direct bearing upon the over-all power relations 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. An interpretation favorable 
to one nation will add so much power to one side and deduct that much 
power from the other side, since the issue is one upon which the power con- 
test between the two countries had seized as one of its main stakes. 

To accept beforehand the authoritative decision of such a dispute by an 
international court, whatever it might be, is tantamount to surrendering con- 
trol over the outcome of the power contest itself. No nation has been willing 
to go so far. Since a court of law cannot help being a defender of the status 
quo formulated in legal terms, its decision is most likely to support the inter- 
pretation of a legal document which favors the status quo. By doing this, the 
court may meet the point of the dispute, but it misses the point of the ten- 
sion. With respect to the tension, the interpretation of a legal document, such 
as the Potsdam Agreement, is but a phase in a contest whose issue is not the 
interpretation of the law as it is, but the justice of its existence. 

A court, the product and the mouthpiece of the law as it is, has no way 
of deciding the real issue of a dispute whose subject matter is also the subject 
matter of a tension. A court is, in a sense, a party to such a dispute. A court, 
identified as it is with the status quo and the law representing it, has no 
standard of judgment transcending the conflict between the defense of the 
status quo and the demand for change. It cannot settle that conflict. It can 
only take sides. In the guise of an impartial settlement of the real issue, a 
‘court is almost bound to decide the apparent issue in favor of the status quo. 
In this inability of a court to transcend the limitations of its origin and func- 
tions lies the real cause of its inability to decide between the relative merits 
of the status quo and a new distribution of power. 


Disputes Representing a Tension 


The other type of dispute which stands in relation to a tension is the most 
important one in view of this discussion. We call disputes of this kind “dis- 
putes representing a tension.” On the surface, disputes of this kind resemble 
pure disputes. As a matter of fact, pure disputes often transform themselves 
into disputes representing a tension, and vice versa. The subject matter of 
such a dispute has no relation at all to the subject matter of the tension. It is 
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in the representative and symbolic function alone that the relation between 
tension and dispute consists. 

Let us consider again the example of a dispute between the United States 
and the Soviet Union concerning the exchange rate of dollars and rubles for 
the diplomatic representatives of both countries. This dispute may, as we 
have seen, lack any relation to the tension that exists between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Yet it may also be that the two nations, engaged 
as they are in a contest over the general distribution of power, will seize upon 
this dispute and make it the concrete issue by which to test their respective 
strength. 

The fundamental issue that separates the United States and the Soviet 
Union—the over-all distribution of power in the world—is for the moral and 
ideological reasons already mentioned® incapable of rational formulation in’ 
terms of claims and counterclaims. To use a term of modern psychology, it is 
“repressed.” Conveying, as it were, the unsettled foundation of the relations 
between the two countries, the tension may communicate its turbulent agi- 
tation to any dispute of whatever kind and of whatever intrinsic importance. 
Once this has happened, the dispute takes the place of the tension in the 
relations between the two countries. All the intensity of feeling and the un- 
compromising harshness of the rivalry for power, with which the nations con- 
sider the tension in peace and act upon it in war, is released into the dispute. 

What in times of peace the nations cannot do with regard to the tension, 
they do now with regard to the dispute. The dispute becomes a test case in 
which claim and counterclaim represent and symbolize the respective power 
positions of the nations. Concessions are out of the question. For the claimant 
to concede, let us say, one-tenth of the object of the dispute would be tanta- 
mount to revealing a proportionate weakness in its over-all power position. 
For the other side to lose out altogether is unthinkable. The loss of the object 
of the dispute would be the symbolic equivalent of the loss of a decisive battle 
or of a war. It would signify defeat in the over-all struggle for power, in so far 
as that struggle is brought out on the level of disputes. Thus each nation will 
fight on a matter of procedure or prestige with uncompromising tenacity, as 
though the national existence itself were at stake. And in a symbolic sense it 
actually is at stake. 


Rightly to be great, 

Is not to stir without great argument, 
But greatly to find quarrel in a straw 
When honor’s at the stake.* 


Whenever a dispute stands in such a representative relation to a tension, 
a settlement in terms of the dispute becomes obviously impossible. This is 
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true of a settlement by diplomatic negotiations, which of necessity must pro- 
ceed through the give and take of compromise. By the same token, this is 
true of a settlement by authoritative judicial decision. What has been said in 
this respect of disputes with the subject matter of a tension applies to this 
category of disputes. Disputes representing a tension are looked upon by the 
nations concerned as though they were the tension itself. Similarly the judi- 
cial decision of such a dispute will be evaluated in terms of its bearing upon 
the tension. No nation, and especially no anti-status quo nation, for reasons 
already discussed, will take the risk of submitting a dispute of this kind, and 
through it the issue of the tension itself, to the authoritative decision of a 
court. 


LIMITATIONS OF THE JUDICIAL FUNCTION 


We arrive, then, at the conclusion that political disputes—disputes which 
stand in relation to a tension and in which, therefore, the over-all distribution 
of power between two nations is at stake—-cannot be settled by judicial meth- 
ods. This conclusion, arrived at by way of analysis, is borne out by the actual 
behavior of nations. We have already pointed to the extreme care with which 
nations are wont to define and qualify their obligation to submit disputes to 
international courts.° They do this in order to retain the ultimate control over 
the kind of settlement to be applied to their disputes. As the late Prime Min- 
ister Nehru of India put it, when he rejected a resolution of the United Na- 
tions Security Council calling for arbitration of the India-Pakistan dispute over 
Kashmir: “Great political questions—and this is a great political question— 
are not handed over in this way to arbitrators from foreign countries or any 
country.’ 

It is significant that the nations which have concluded arbitration treaties 
without any qualification, thus submitting all disputes of any kind to the ju- 
dicial process, are those between whom conflicts over the over-all distribution 
of power, and hence political disputes, are virtually impossible. Such treaties 
’ have been concluded, for instance, between Colombia and E] Salvador, Peru 
and Bolivia, Denmark and The Netherlands, Denmark and Italy, Denmark 
and Portugal, The Netherlands and China, The Netherlands and Italy, Austria 
and Hungary, France and Luxembourg, Belgium and Sweden, and Italy and 
Switzerland. No two states that had the slightest reason to anticipate the pos- 
sibility of a political conflict with one another in the not too distant future 
have entered into legal obligations requiring either side to submit political 
disputes to judicial settlement. 

Furthermore, among the twenty decisions rendered by the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration, there is none that can be called political in the sense in 
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which we are using the term. Among the thirty judgments and twenty-seven 
advisory opinions rendered by the Permanent Court of International Justice, ’ 
. there is one that can be called political: the advisory opinion in the case of 
the Austro-German Customs Union. We have already pointed to the fact that 
the jurisdiction of the Court in this case was based upon Article 14 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations authorizing the Council of the League to 
request advisory opinions from the Court.® Being advisory, the opinion did 
not bind the Council, but left it free to take whatever measures it saw fit in 
the light of its own legal and political evaluation of the case. The Council of 
the League of Nations in this case acted as an organ of the status quo. It was 
inevitable that the Council should play such a role, in view both of its com- 
position and the function it was supposed to fulfill as the political executive of , 
the League of Nations. 

This request for an advisory opinion drew the Court into a confusion that 
led to the greatest intellectual debacle in the history of that judicial agency. 
The fact that there were four different opinions—and that, out of fifteen 
judges, seven felt the need to identify themselves with the two concurring 
opinions, and seven signed a dissenting opinion— illustrates the extent of the 
confusion. The measure of the intellectual debacle can only be conveyed by a 
perusal of the opinions themselves. The inability of so highly competent a 
tribunal to cope adequately with the case of the Austro-German Customs 
Union was the inevitable result of the nature of the case. 

With the proposed Customs Union, Germany and Austria challenged the 
status quo of 1919. The Permanent Court of International Justice was intellec- 
tually prepared to deal with any case arising within the framework of the 
existing status quo. The legal order of that status quo furnished it with the 
intellectual instruments to perform that task. Confronted with a challenge to 
that status quo, the Court was thrown off balance by its inability to find 
grounds above the contentions of the parties from which to judge the claims 
and counterclaims. Being an organ of the staus quo and performing functions 
that had to take the legitimacy of that status quo for granted, the Court found 
itself faced with a task no court of law is capable of performing: to pass judg- 
ment on the legitimacy of the status quo itself by finding upon the legality of 
the projected Austro-German Customs Union. 

Judge Anzilotti, in his brilliant and profound concurring opinion, put his 
finger on the essentially political problem that faced the Court and that it 
could not meet with the judicial means at its disposal. “Everything points to 
the fact that the answer depends upon considerations which are for the most 
part, if not entirely, of a political and economic kind. It may therefore be 
asked whether the Council really wished to obtain the Court’s opinion on this 
aspect of the question and whether the Court ought to deal with it. . . . I 


"Different authors use different figures. We follow Oppenheim-Lauterpacht, op. cit. (7th ed., 
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grant that the Court may refuse to give an opinion which would compel it to 
depart from the essential rules governing its activity as a tribunal. . . .”” The 
Court did not refuse to give an opinion and, by trying to decide a conflict 
between the status quo and the desire for change, departed “from the essen- 
tial rules governing its activity as a tribunal.” 

The International Court of Justice avoided this pitfall in which the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice had fallen. When in 1951 Great Britain 
submitted to it the case of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, it refused to take 
jurisdiction. The Iranian government had nationalized the property of the An- 
glo-Iranian Oil Company in obvious violation of the existing treaties. The dis- 
pute between Iran and Great Britain did not concern the applicability of ex- 
isting law; it rather concerned the legitimacy of the status quo, codified in the 
existing law, opposed to the legitimacy of a new legal order. A court, as we 
have seen, must assume the legitimacy of the existing legal order and defend 
it by its judgments. Hence, it was perfectly logical that Great Britain, inter- 
ested in the preservation of the status quo, would appeal to the International 
Court of Justice, while Iran, interested in the change of the status quo, de- 
nied the Court’s jurisdiction. By taking jurisdiction, the Court could only 
have sided with Great Britain without considering the real issue of the case. 
By declining jurisdiction on technical grounds, it recognized implicitly the 
limitation of the judicial function with which we are dealing here. 

Finally, perhaps the most impressive empirical evidence for the analysis 
offered above is presented by the relations between the United States and 
the Soviet’ Union as they have developed since the end of the Second World 
War. It has been a matter of much comment that it is extremely difficult to 
define the fundamental issue that has separated the United States and the 
Soviet Union. It is not Germany, or Cuba, or Korea, or Vietnam. Nor is it 
the sum of all these single issues. Nor can the fundamental issue be defined 
in terms of the conflict between two antagonistic philosophies and systems of 
government, for that conflict existed for twenty-five years without having the 
kind of repercussions on the international scene which we are witnessing to- 
day. The issues mentioned, either singly or combined, cannot account for the 
- depth and the bitterness of the conflicts that engulf the United States and the 
Soviet Union wherever they meet, and for the stalemates that attend their 
every effort at settling those conflicts by peaceful means. 

The existence of a tension embracing the whole globe can explain these 
peculiarities of the individual conflicts. That tension provides the lifeblood 
that pulsates in all the issues, small and large, standing between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, and imparts to them the same color, the same 
temperature, and the same peculiarities. It is indeed the fundamental issue 
of which all the single issues mentioned above are but ramifications or sym- 
bolic representations. The discord between the United States and the Soviet 
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Union over the distribution of power throughout the world precludes the so- 
lution on its own merits of any single dispute pending between the two coun- 
tries. By the same token, it precludes also the judicial settlement of such 
disputes. 

Through analytical and empirical considerations, we have arrived at the 
conclusion that the disputes which are most likely to lead to war cannot be 
settled by judicial methods. Since they are the ramifications or symbolic rep- 
resentations of a tension, their real issue is the maintenance of the status quo 
vs. its overthrow. No court, domestic or internatio » is equipped to settle 
this issue. The consideration of the question of how this issue is normally - 
settled in the domestic sphere shows from yet another angle the fallacy of the 
analogy between the pacifying function of domestic and international courts. 


26 


Peaceful Change 





PEACEFUL CHANGE WITHIN THE STATE 


‘Tensions are a universal phenomenon of social life. They occur in the domes- 
tic no less than in the international sphere. In the domestic sphere, too, a 
given status quo is stabilized and perpetuated in a legal system. Social forces 
hostile to this status quo arise and try to overthrow it by changing the legal 
system. It is not the courts that decide the issue. The courts must act as 
agents of the status quo. In the struggle between the desire for change and 
the status quo, the cause of change is upheld, if at all, by legislatures, and 
sometimes by the executive power. Thus the tension between the status quo 
and the demand for change frequently resolves itself in the domestic sphere 
into a conflict between the courts as the defenders of the status quo and the 
legislature as the champion of change. 

This is true of many of the great controversies of modern history in which 
tensions manifested themselves. Thus the tension between the status quo of 
feudalism and the desire for change for the middle classes expressed itself in 
the rivalry between courts and Parliament in nineteenth-century Britain. In 
. the intellectual realm this rivalry was foreshadowed in the polemic of Ben- 
tham, the apostle of reform through legislation, against Blackstone, the con- 
servative defender of the common Jaw and of its courts. A similar conflict 
arose in the United States in the first decades of the twentieth century when 
the status quo of laissez faire was protected by the courts against social and 
regulatory legislation. In both cases change won out, and the courts became 
the defenders of the new status quo. 

Three factors made this peaceful transformation possible: (1) the ability 
of public opinion to express itself freely, (2) the ability of social and political 
institutions to absorb the pressure of public opinion, and (3) the ability of the 
state to protect the new status quo against violent change. 

In both nineteenth-century England and twentieth-century America, 
public opinion expressed the desire for change through the spoken and 
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printed word, through organized efforts and spontaneous reactions. Under the 
impact of these expressions, the moral climate of the community changed, 
putting the stamp of its approval upon the desire for change and depreciating 
the status quo and its defenders. No social or political agency could escape 
the all-pervading influence of this moral climate. In that intangible transfor- 
mation of moral valuations we find the most potent force promoting the trans- 
formation of the status quo. 

Public opinion not only had the opportunity to voice its desire for 
change; it also had the chance to compete with the defenders of the status 
quo in fashioning legal rules that would either support or change the status 
quo. This competition took the form either of elections to legislative bodies 
or of campaigns for certain pieces of legislation within these bodies. Thus the 
social forces demanding change were channeled into parliamentary institu- 
tions. There they met their opponents in a peaceful contest, which deter- 
mined the winner according to the objective standards of the majority vote, 
accepted beforehand by all. In this way the status quo was transformed on 
those two spectacular occasions without disrupting the continuity of the legal 
processes and without endangering the peace and order of society. 

Finally, the authority and power of the state stand ready to enforce what- 
ever legal order has emerged from the contest between social groups and 
political factions, provided that legal order conforms to the minimum require- 
ments of the moral consensus upon which the whole structure of public insti- 
tutions is founded. This readiness of the state and its unchallengeable supe- 
riority to any possible opposition not only discourage minority groups from 
opposing a given status quo by violent means, but also impose two important 
restraints upon public opinion. They restrain the influential sections of public 
opinion from advancing demands so extreme as to be unacceptable to any 
other influential section and, hence, to be enforceable by the state only at the 
risk of armed resistance. They act as powerful incentives for compromise in 
legislative bodies that are aware of the power of the state and of its limita- 
tions. For the state can and will enforce those laws which do not flout the 
minimum requirement of the moral order of the state itself. But the state 
cannot try to enforce laws that contravene those minimum requirements with- 
out risking the disintegration of its own fabric in anarchy or civil war. 

Such is the normal process of social change in a free society. It is appar- 
ent that this process is not performed by any particular agency discharging its 
regular duties. Social forces, elevating their needs into principles of justice, 
capture public opinion. It is the all-pervading influence of public opinion that 
determines the moral valuations and legal decisions of legislative agencies, as 
it does in the long run of courts and of the executive power. Legislative, 
judicial, and executive agencies are instruments of public opinion. They all 
fulfill the same function for public opinion: to provide peaceful and orderly 
channels for the presentation and scrutiny of its demands, for their evaluation 
in the light of generally shared principles of justice, and for the transformation 
into reality of those which have been recognized as legitimate. 
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What the legislative bodies contribute to this process of change is pri- 
marily a forum for the public presentation of divergent views and of the rati- 
fication of a choice already made by unorganized society. It would be ‘naive 
to believe that the issue between the status quo and change, whenever it 
arises, needs only to be submitted to a legislative body which will settle the 
issue either by passing or refusing to pass a law. In this process of peaceful 
change legislatures play an indispensable yet secondary role. 

Whatever contribution the courts may make to the process of a peaceful 
change from one status quo to another is governed by the moral climate that 
pervades the halls of justice no less than the chambers of Congress, the White 
House, and the homes of ordinary citizens. Since, as we have seen, the courts 
can only apply the law as it is, they cannot help but be instruments of the 
status quo. Once the legislature has passed a new law embodying a new status 
quo, however, the courts can accelerate and smooth the transition from one 
status quo to another, or they can retard it and endanger its peaceful and 
orderly progress. In other words, the courts can resist inevitable change, or 
they can contribute to its peaceful and orderly realization. Which of these 
roles the courts will play depends upon the strength and single-mindedness 
of public opinion as well as upon the receptiveness of the courts to that public 
opinion. 

The executive branch of the government in a democracy can influence 
and lead public opinion and bring its pressure to bear upon the other 
branches of the government. It cannot bring about major changes through its 
own independent efforts. Its main function is that of enforcing the decisions 
the other branches have made. In a dictatorship, however, all functions of the 
government are merged in the hands of the executive, who decides and en- 
forces at the same time. Yet it would be a mistake to believe that the dictator 
can decide as he sees fit regardless of public opinion. He is indeed able to 
manipulate public opinion through effective use of the channels of communi- 
cations over which he holds monopolistic control. But for his propaganda to 
be effective it must not be too much at variance with the life experiences of 
his subjects. The dictator, then, must either square these experiences with 
his propaganda or else adapt his propaganda to these experiences. In any 
case, even the dictator is exposed to pressures of public opinion which he can 
neither completely mold nor ignore. 

Such are, in sketchy outline, the processes of peaceful change on the 
domestic scene. They make it possible for tensions to manifest themselves in 
public controversies, election campaigns, parliamentary debates, and govern- 
mental crises, instead of in violent conflagrations. If, however, those pro- 
cesses do not operate, or operate badly, the domestic situation that will arise 
resembles the conditions existing on the international scene. Demands for 
change, unable to assert themselves in the competition of the market place, 
in electoral and legislative contests, go underground, as it were. The contro- 
versy between the status quo and the demand for change becomes a tension 
with effects upon disputes similar to those which we have recognized in the 
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international field. Domestic society, then, will enter a prerevolutionary or 
revolutionary stage. The groups of the population identified respectively with 
the status quo and the demand for change will oppose each other like two 
armed camps which, unable to appeal to the arbitrament of the majority vote 
or to common standards of justice, seek a decision in economic or military 
war. 

Whether such a situation actually degenerates into revolution and civil 
war depends on the distribution of power within domestic society. We have 
already pointed out in another context that the modern technology of war and 
communications makes popular revolutions extremely unlikely.' The odds are 
very much in favor of violent changes in form of coups d'état. Instead of one 
fraction of the population rising against the government supported by another . 
fraction of the population, it is more likely that one segment of the govern- 
mental machinery, especially of the armed forces, will try to gain control over 
the whole government. 

What is important for our present discussion is to recognize that it is not 
the domestic courts that peacefully settle disputes which otherwise might lead 
to revolution and civil war. When in the Dred Scott case the issue of the 
territorial extension of slavery was before the Supreme Court of the United 
States, the Court decided in favor of the status quo. Yet that decision settled 
nothing. No court of law could have settled what was at stake in the Dred 
Scott case. Even society as a whole was unable to settle by peaceful means 
the conflict between the status quo and the desire for change. For that con- 
flict not only challenged the existing distribution of power between North and 
South, but in the issues of slavery and the relations between the federal and 
state governments it also reopened the question of the content of the moral 
consensus upon which the political structure of the United States was built. 
That question was addressed not to a court or a legislature but to society as a 
whole. And American society gave two incompatible answers. Those answers 
made the conflict “irrepressible.” 

The vital function of peaceful change within the state is performed, not 
by any particular agency acting in isolation, but by domestic society as an 
integrated whole. The moral consensus of society, supported by the authority 
and material power of the government, will avail itself of all social and politi- 
cal agencies to bring about a state of affairs in conformity with its conception 
of justice. For this process of peaceful change, legislative bodies play a partic- 
ularly important role if, as in democratic societies, they are free agents. But 
legislatures, too, are only the agents of society as a whole. Without society's 
support their laws are impotent to bring about the desired change. The his- 
tory of legislation is strewn with laws, such as the antitrust laws, which, while 
enacted by the legislature and remaining on the statute books, have failed to 
achieve their purpose because the moral consensus of society does not sup- 
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port them. Thus legislative bodies are no more capable than courts of peace- 
fully changing an old status quo into a new one by merely performing their 
technical functions. In other words, legislation is no more sufficient than a 
judicial decision when society is confronted with its supreme challenge; to 
change the distribution of power inside society without jeopardizing the or- 
derly and peaceful processes upon which the welfare of society depends. 


PEACEFUL CHANGE IN INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


An important lesson can be learned from the analogy between the legal proc- 
esses of domestic and international societies. But it is not the lesson the ad- 
vocates of the judicial settlement of international disputes have drawn. Do- 
mestic courts do not and cannot fulfill the function that advocates of judicial 
settlement ascribed to them. They do not and cannot peacefully settle dis- 
putes that otherwise would lead to violent conflagrations. The forces and in- 
stitutions that fulfill this function for domestic society do not exist at all on 
the international scene. | 

As we have seen,* there is no longer an international moral consensus 
from which quarreling nations can receive a common standard of justice for 
the settlement of their disputes. This lack of a moral consensus has prevented 
the realization of the provisions, found in many arbitration treaties and also 
in the Statute of the International Court of Justice, which under certain con- 
ditions allow international courts to decide not according to strict international 
law but ex aequo et bono; that is, according to the general principles of equity 
and justice. Provisions of this kind are sound in that they recognize the exis- 
tence of disputes not susceptible to judicial settlement on the basis of the 
existing rules of international law. Such provisions are, however, unsound in 
that they assume that the problem posed by the latter category of disputes 
can be solved simply by authorizing courts to depart from the existing rules 
of international law and to invoke some general principles of equity and jus- 
tice. International courts can invoke such principles only if these principles 
: exist. They cannot invent them or appeal to them as to a deus ex machina, 
standing ready to intervene whenever an international court is caught be- 
tween the status quo and the desire for change. International society is in 
want of generally accepted standards of justice through which the respective 
merits of the defense of, and the attack upon, the status quo could be deter- 
mined. To empower a court to use such standards is of little help if the stan- 
dards to be used do not exist. 

International society also lacks legislative bodies that could fulfill the 
functions in the process of peaceful change similar to the functions legislative 
agencies perform for domestic society. Article 19 of the Covenant of the 
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League of Nations and Articles 10 and 14 of the Charter of the United Nations 
have endeavored to supply an instrumentality for peaceful change. Article 19 
of the Covenant reads: “The Assembly may from time to time advise the 
reconsideration by Members of the League of treaties which have become 
inapplicable and the consideration of international conditions whose continu- 
ance might endanger the peace of the world.” Article 10 of the Charter states 
that “the General Assembly may discuss any question or any matters within 
the scope of the present Charter. . . and. . . may make recommendations 
to the Members of the United Nations or to the Security Council or to both 
on any such questions or matters.” Article 14 of the Charter refers more spe- 
cifically to “the peaceful adjustment of any situation, regardless of origin, 
which it [the General Assembly] deems likely to impair the general welfare or 

friendly relations among nations.” 


Article 19 of the Covenant vf the League of Nations 


Concerning Article 19 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, Frederick 
S. Dunn has rightly stated that it “has been a dead letter from the begin- 
ning.”* Article 19 was formally invoked only once, by Bolivia against Chile in 
1920. In view of an unfavorable report by a committee of jurists appointed by 
the Assembly of the League of Nations, Bolivia retracted its request and up 
to 1929 refused to participate any further in the work of the League. 

In its report the committee of jurists made two important points: one 
obvious, the other seriously limiting the applicability of Article 19. The report 
declared what the text of Article 19 obviously suggests—that the Assembly 
had no authority to modify treaties with binding effect, that such modification 
was within the exclusive competence of the contracting parties, and that it 
could only give advice to the members of the League. The condition for giv- 
ing such advice with regard to treaties, however, was their inapplicability. 
And the committee defined inapplicability of treaties as the intervention of 
such radical material and moral changes “that their application has ceased to 
be reasonably possible.’* A situation where the perpetuation of the status quo 
is so obviously outrageous as to meet these requirements would be rare in- 
deed. 

Let us, however, assume that the Assembly had advised the members 
concerned to reconsider a treaty or to consider a situation that threatened the 
peace. The parties were free to accept or reject this advice. If they accepted 
the advice voluntarily, it would be safe to surmise that the interests at stake 
were not vital and that any kind of outside pressure, encouragement, or face- 
saving device would probably have induced them to agree on reconsideration 
of the treaty or consideration of the situation. Yet consideration does not 


ee 


3Peaceful Change (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1937), p. 111. 
‘Journal of the Second Assembly of the League of Nations, 1921, p. 218. 
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mean agreement. The parties concerned might have considered the treaty or 
the situation and thereby complied with the advice of the Assembly. They 
might still not have agreed upon a solution, and Article 19 vested no authority 
in the Assembly to impose a solution upon them. 

It is an open question whether the Assembly could have given advice in 
pursuance of Article 19 only by unanimous vote or whether a majority vote 
would have been sufficient. If one assumes that unanimity was required, the 
Assembly would have been unable to give advice if even one nation was op- 
posed. And the nation whose interests would have been adversely affected by 
a change in the status quo would most likely have been opposed. If, on the 
other hand, the parties concerned were already agreed upon reconsideration 
of the status quo, they were not in need of advice to that effect, and the 
proceedings by virtue of Article 19 were without purpose. 

If one assumes, however, that only a majority vote was required, the 

situation was similar to the one that we found to vitiate the practical operation 
of collective security.” In any situation where the perpetuation of the status 
quo is at stake, it is probable that the community of nations will be divided 
‘into two hostile camps. One group will favor the perpetuation of the status 
quo; the other will demand its overthrow. Which group has a numerical ma- 
jority is obviously an irrelevant question. What solely counts in a society of 
sovereign nations is where the preponderance of power resides. A minority of 
great powers will assuredly disregard the advice of a majority of weak and 
medium powers; the advice of a majority ready to use overwhelming strength 
will be heeded by the minority. Actually, however, it is much more likely 
that two camps of not too disproportionate strength will oppose each other. 
In such a contingency the issue would not have been decided by the advice 
of the anti-status quo nations that might have had a majority in the Assembly 
of the League of Nations. 


The Charter of the United Nations 


These considerations, merely speculative with respect to Article 19 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, have been tested by the actual perfor- 
mance of the organs of the United Nations. Article 18, paragraph 2, of the 
Charter provides that the General Assembly of the United Nations can make 
recommendations, by virtue of Articles 10 and 14, by a two-thirds majority of 
ethe members present and voting. While broader and less specific in their 
wording than Article 19 of the Covenant, Articles 10 and 14 are intended to 
perform for the United Nations the same function Article 19 was supposed to 
perform for the League: that of opening a legal avenue for peaceful change. 
The General Assembly of the United Nations has availed itself with remarka- 
ble frequency of this power to make recommendations. Many of these rec- 
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ommendations either had no relevance for the problem of peaceful change or 
aimed at the maintenance of the status quo through the preservation or res- 
toration of peace. A number of cases that came before the General Assembly, 
however, raised the issue of peaceful change. These cases were Palestine, 
Korea, Germany, Austria, Hungary, Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria, West Irian, 
Cyprus, Taiwan, the Suez Canal, Jordan, Lebanon, and the former Italian 
colonies. The over-all record has been negative, as it was bound to be. 

On the other hand, a recommendation to change the status quo which is 
acceptable to all parties concerned is superfluous; its acceptance shows that 
whatever disagreements there might have been among the parties did not 
affect the over-all distribution of power among them, but affected only adjust- 
ments. within an over-all distribution of power upon which all parties con- 
cerned were agreed. On the other hand, a recommendation to change the | 
status quo which is opposed by one of the parties concerned will either re- 
main a dead letter or must be enforced. Hence the recommendation, to be 
effective, must become a decision backed by force. It was the purpose of the 
requests of the General Assembly that this transformation of recommendation 
into decision be brought about by the only agency of the United Nations 
which the Charter has given the power to use force: the Security Council. 
Since the Security Council was unable to use force, the recommendations of 
the General Assembly remained a dead letter. 

If the parties concerned do not agree, peaceful change is possible only 
under the ideal conditions of collective security where overwhelming force is 
marshaled against the dissenting party. Since, as we have seen, the realization 
of these conditions is very unlikely, the mechanisms for peaceful change pro- 
vided by modern international organizations are bound to be generally un- 
workable. If they are put into operation at all there will either be no change, 
or what change there is will not be peaceful. In other words, either the rec- 
ommendations for change will not be enforced, or war between the nations 
favoring and those opposing change will decide the issue. This cannot be oth- 
erwise in a society of sovereign nations. For sovereign nations are moved to 
action by what they regard as their national interests rather than by the alle- 
giance to a common good that, as a common standard of _— does not exist 
in the society of nations. 





International 
Government 


The remedies for international anarchy and war which have been discussed 
thus far are all specific remedies. They attack a particular problem in which 
the lack of international order and the tendency toward war are manifest, and 
they endeavor to solve the general problem of international order and peace 
through a solution of the particular problem. International government owes 
its existence to the recognition that peace and order are the products, not of 
a specific device meeting a particular problem, but of the common bond that 
unites an integrated society under a common authority and a common con- 
ception of justice. How to found such an authority in a society of sovereign 
states and to create such a conception of justice is, then, the task any attempt 
at international government must try to solve. 

Each of the three world wars of the last century and a half was followed 
by an attempt to establish an international government. The total failure to 
keep international order and peace called forth an over-all effort to make in- 
ternational order and peace secure. The Holy Alliance followed the Napo- 
_leonic Wars; the League of Nations, the First World War; the United Na- 
tions, the Second World War. With regard to each of these attempts at 
international government, three questions must be asked: (1) Where is the 
authority to govern vested, or who is to govern? (2) By what principle of 
justice is the government to be guided, or what is the conception of the com- 
mon good to be realized by the government? (3) To what extent has the gov- 
ernment been able to maintain order and peace? 


THE HOLY ALLIANCE 
History 


The international government commonly called the Holy Alliance was based 
upon three treaties: the Treaty of Chaumont of March 9, 1814, the Quadruple 
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Alliance signed at Paris on November 20, 1815, and the Treaty of the Holy 
Alliance of September 26, 1815. In the Treaty of Chaumont, Austria, Great 
Britain, Prussia, and Russia concluded an alliance for twenty years, for the 
purposes of preventing the Napoleonic dynasty from returning to France and 
of guaranteeing the territorial settlement to be made at the end of the war 
against Napoleon. The Quadruple Alliance reaffirmed the provisions of the 
Treaty of Chaumont and in its Article VI laid down the principles of what is 
known as “congressional government” or “diplomacy by conference.” 

In contrast with the Quadruple Alliance—which presented, as it were, 
the constitutional law of the international government of the Holy Alliance— 
the Treaty of the Holy Alliance itself, from which the international govern- 
ment received its name, contained no principles of government at all. It pro-, 
claimed the adherence of all rulers to the principles of Christianity, with God 
as the actual sovereign of the world. It is replete with phrases such as “recip- 
rocal service,” “unalterable good will,” “mutual affection,” “Christian char- 
ity,” “indissoluble fraternity.” Originally signed by the rulers of Austria, Prus- 
sia, and Russia, the Holy Alliance was adhered to by all European rulers, 
with the exception of the Pope and the Sultan.” Obviously inspired by Czar 
Alexander I of Russia, it reaffirmed the moral unity of Europe. That reaffir- 
mation of a moral consensus among the nations is the main function the 
Treaty of the Holy Alliance actually fulfilled. 

The Treaty of the Holy Alliance was of no significance for the actual op- 
erations of the international government that bore its name. Its principles 
were invoked from time to time by the Czar, affirmed in words and rejected 
in action by the other powers. Castlereagh, British Foreign Minister at the 
time of its conclusion, called it “a piece of sublime mysticism and nonsense,” 
and the Austrian Chancellor Metternich made vulgar jokes at its expense. Yet 
it served as moral justification for the principles of justice that the three orig- 
inal signatories of the Treaty propounded and for the policies by which they 
endeavored to realize these principles. Thus the Treaty of the Holy Alliance 
also fulfilled an ideological function and became the symbol of this whole era 
of international relations. 

In 1818, the four signatories of the Quadruple Alliance admitted France 
as a fifth member to take part in all further meetings to be held by virtue of 
Article VI of that treaty. In a circular signed in 1820 at the Congress of Trop- 
pau, Austria, Prussia, and Russia pledged themselves never to recognize the 





‘article VI reads as follows: “To assure and facilitate the execution of the present Treaty, and 
to consolidate the intimate relations which to-day unite the 4 Sovereigns for the good of the 
world, the High Contracting Parties have agreed to renew, at fixed periods, whether under the 
immediate auspices of the Sovereigns, or by their respective Ministers, reunions devoted to the 
great common interests and to the examination of the measures which, at any of these periods, 
shall be judged most salutary for the repose and prosperity of the peoples, and for the mainte- 
nance of the peace of the State.” 

*The British monarch, for constitutional reasons, could not formally adhere; the Prime Min- 
ister acceded informally. 
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right of any people to circumscribe the power of their king. This compact is 
known as the Neo-Holy Alliance. Castlereagh, in two dispatches of the same 
year, refused to have any part in policies whose purpose was to interfere by 
force in the internal affairs of other countries. His successor, George Canning, 
maintained this principle at the Congress of Verona in 1822, the last of the 
congresses Great Britain attended. 

When the news of the failure of the Congress of Verona reached him, 
Canning, in a letter to the British diplomat Bagot of January 3, 1823, hailed 
the end of international government by congresses and the beginning of a new 
era, as far as Great Britain was concerned, by invoking the religious principle 
of the Holy Alliance with a vengeance: “Every nation for itself, and God for 
us alll” International government by conference as a going concern did not 
survive the British defection. After two more abortive attempts—one with 
reference to the Spanish colonies, the other concerning Greece and Turkey— 
it came to an end in 1825. 

The system of an over-all international government instituted by Article 
VI of the Quadruple Alliance of November 20, 1815, did not last even a dec- 
ade. The lifetime of the system of ambassadorial conferences for the settle- 
ment of special problems was even shorter. It, too, was established by the 
Treaties of 1815 and consisted of three agencies: the ambassadors to France 
of Austria, Great Britain, Prussia, and Russia, dealing mainly with the prob- 
lems raised by the peace treaties with France, yet acting in a general way as 
the paramount executive organ of the Quadruple Alliance; the ambassadors of 
the great powers meeting in London to organize the abolition of the slave 
trade; and the ambassadorial conference at Frankfort for the discussion of 
German problems. All these agencies had disappeared by 1818. 


Government by the Great Powers 


The international government of the Holy Alliance was government by the 
great powers. The Austrian statesman and writer Friedrich Gentz described 
its general character thus: 


The system which has been established in Europe since 1814 and 1815 is a phe- 
nomenon unheard-of in the history of the world. The principle of equilibrium or, 
to put it better, of counterweights formed by particular alliances, a principle 
which has governed and too often also troubled and covered Europe with blood 
for three centuries, has been superseded by a principle of a general union, unit- 
ing the sum total of states in a federation under the direction of the major pow- 
ers. . . . The second-, third-, and fourth-rate states submit in silence and with- 
out any previous stipulation to the decisions jointly taken by the preponderant 
powers; and Europe seems to form finally a great political family, united under 
the auspices of an areopagus of its own creation.°® 





"Friedrich Gentz, Dépéches Inédites du Chevalier de Gentz aux Hospodors de Valachie 
(Paris: E. Plon, 1876), Vol. 1, p. 354. The English translation has been supplied by the author. 
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The distinction between great and small powers as a political fact point- 
ing to the extreme differences in power among nations is of course one of the 
elemental experiences of international politics. As an institution of interna- 
tional politics and organization, carrying differences in legal status, it sprang 
from the brain of Castlereagh and became the very foundation of the scheme 
adopted in 1815. It is true that the protocol of the Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle 
of November 15, 1818, providing for future meetings of the five great powers, 
also stipulated “that in the case of these meetings having for their object af- 
fairs specially connected with the interests of the other States of Europe, they 
shall only take place in pursuance of a formal invitation on the part of such of 
those States as the said affairs may concern, and under the express reservation 
of their right of direct participation therein, either directly or by their Pleni- 
potentiaries.” Yet this stipulation remained without appreciable influence 
upon the policies of the Holy and, more particularly, of the Neo-Holy Alli- 


ance. 


Dual Meaning of the Status Quo 


To the question as to what principle of justice guided the Holy Alliance, the 
answer seems to be clear: the maintenance of peace on the basis of the status 
quo. This principle was never more clearly stated than in the declaration of 
the five great powers signed at Aix-la~-Chapelle on November 15, 1818: “The 
object of this Union is as simple as it is great and salutary. It does not tend 
to any new political combination—to any change in the Relations sanctioned 
by existing Treaties. Calm and consistent in its proceedings, it has no other 
object than the maintenance of Peace, and the guarantee of those transactions 
on which the Peace was founded and consolidated.” 

This answer, however, becomes highly ambiguous if one raises the fur- 
ther question as to what was meant by the status quo. What Great Britain 
meant from the very beginning was not at all what Russia meant, and the 
conception of the status quo which guided the policies of the Neo-Holy Alli- 
ance was diametrically opposed to the conception behind the policies of Cas- 
tlereagh and Canning. The status quo that Great Britain tried to preserve 
through the instrumentality of the Holy Alliance was strictly limited to the 
political situation that existed at the end of the Napoleonic Wars with regard 
to France. To the British statesmen, the mortal peril into which Napoleon 
had put the British Isles was identical with the threat to the European balance 
of power which had emanated from the Napoleonic Empire. Great Britain 
was willing to support an international government whose purpose was to 
forestall the rise of a new conqueror from French soil and to that end to 
enforce the peace settlement of 1815 against France. The British conception 
of the status quo was limited to the territorial settlement of 1815 and the 
exclusion of a member of the Napoleonic family from the French throne. In 
this respect there was no difference between the foreign policies of Castle- 
reagh and Canning. 
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The conception of the status quo which determined the policies of Russia 
from the outset, and those of Austria, Prussia, and France from the end of 
the second decade of the nineteenth century, was unlimited territorially and 
as to subject matter. According to that conception, formulated in more un- 
compromising terms than the actual political conditions permitted to realize, 
it was the purpose of the international government of the Holy Alliance to 
maintain everywhere in the world the territorial status quo of 1815 and the 
constitutional status quo of the absolute monarchy. The instrument of the 
realization of the latter purpose was bound to be intervention into the internal 
affairs of all nations where the institution of the absolute monarchy seemed to 
be in danger. 

The inevitable by-product of such intervention was an increase in the 
power of the intervening nations. The more widespread national and liberal 
movements became, the greater was the chance for the intervening nation or 
group of nations to increase their strength and expand and thus disturb the 
balance of power again. The main beneficiary of such a development was 
bound to be Russia. At this point Great Britain and Russia parted company. 

Great Britain had not, for almost a quarter of a century, fought the Na- 
poleonic Empire, nourished by the dynamism of the French Revolution, to 
exchange it for a Russian Empire, inspired by the religious mysticism of uni- 
versal brotherhood and of absolute government. In the measure that the 
spread of national and liberal movements gave the Neo-Holy Alliance an op- 
portunity to test its principles of general intervention, Great Britain held aloof 
from it and opposed its policies. When in 1818 Russia proposed to send an 
allied army to aid Spain in the war against its American colonies, Great Brit- 
ain prevented the execution of the plan. Yet, when in 1820 revolutions broke 
out in Naples, Piedmont, and Portugal, Austria, in the name of the Neo-Holy 
Alliance, restored the absolute monarchies of Naples and Piedmont to their 
thrones by force of arms. In 1820, a revolution broke out in Spain. Against 
the constitutional regime installed by it, France intervened by force of arms 
in 1823, acting on its own behalf, but with the moral support of Austria, 

Prussia, and Russia. 


Peace, Order, and the National Interest 


These actions of the Holy Alliance reveal two facts. One is the absence of a 
serious threat of war in any of these situations. The disparity of power be- 
tween the intervening state and the object of intervention—the revolutionary 
group that had to contend not only with its own antirevolutionary compatriots 
but also with a foreign army—was such as to give the intervention the char- 
acter of a punitive expedition rather than of a war. 

The other fact is the determination of the policies of all nations by their 
national interests, however much the language of diplomacy of the period 
made concessions to the mystical predilections of the Russian Czar. This is 
most obvious in the actions of Great Britain. Neither Castlereagh nor Can- 
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ning—who was particularly frank and eloquent in this respect—took pains to 
hide the fact that he was guided by the traditional] interests of Great Britain, 
limited only by the general interest in peace and security. Both the Austrian 
intervention in Italy and the French intervention in Spain were dictated by 
traditional national interests. This connection is demonstrated by the very fact 
that the policy of interventions on the part of Austria and France in the affairs 
of their neighbors to the south survived the Holy Alliance by almost half a 
century. 

More important still in view of our discussion is the victory the particular 
national interests gained over the general principles of the Holy Alliance 
whenever both came into conflict. This happened twice, in 1820 and in 1822. 
In both cases Russia proposed a collective intervention on the part of all the 
members of the Alliance and to that end offered to send a large Russian army 
into Central and Western Europe. That Great Britain would have opposed 
such a proposal is obvious from what has already been said of the British 
return to its traditional balance-of-power policy. That Great Britain should 
have been joined in this opposition by Austria, the other pillar of the Neo- 
Holy Alliance, demonstrates the ideological character of the principles of the 
Holy Alliance. These principles were invoked when they seemed to be able 
to give moral justification to policies dictated by the national interest. They 
were discarded when nothing was to be gained for the national interest by 
invoking them. 

The attitude of the powers when in 1821 the Greeks revolted against the 
Turks is instructive in this respect. This is also the only situation arising dur- 
ing the era of the Holy Alliance which contained the germs of a general war 
and which in the century following it led time and again to the actual outbreak 
of war. The principles of the Neo-Holy Alliance allowed of only one attitude 
to be taken vis-a-vis a national revolt against a legitimate government: the 
legitimate government must be given active support. Yet this was not the 
answer the national interest of the most affected power demanded. 

Russia had been the traditional protector of the subjects of the Ottoman 
Empire who were of the Orthodox Christian faith. The possession of Constan- 
tinople was a centuries-old dream of the rulers of Moscow. Thus, when the 
Greek revolt broke out, the Russian Czar was inclined, in complete disregard 
of the principles of the Neo-Holy Alliance, to declare war against Turkey. 
Austria and Great Britain, on the other hand, could only see with misgivings, 
felt before and for almost a century afterward, the extension of Russian power 
‘in the Balkans and Russia's advance toward the Mediterranean. Thus Castle- 
reagh, the opponent of the Neo-Holy Alliance, and the Austrian Chancellor 
Metternich, its ardent supporter, joined hands in order to dissuade Russia 
from taking active steps in support of the Greek insurgents. That they made 
successful use of the principles of the Neo-Holy Alliance against their author 
is an ironic comment on the difficulties facing a foreign policy based upon 
abstract principles rather than upon a clear recognition of the national inter- 
est. As Castlereagh wisely put it: It is dificult enough in international affairs 
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to hold the balance “between conflicting nations,” it is still more difficult to 
hold the balance “between conflicting principles.” 

When, finally, in 1826 the danger of war between Russia and Turkey 
became acute, it was not the defunct Holy Alliance that averted it, but Can- 
ning’s audacious move of entering into an agreement with Russia for the pur- 
pose of forcing Turkey to make concessions to the Greeks, without Russia's 
gaining immediate advantages from such internal reforms. After Canning’s 
death, the event occurred that Canning had been successful in preventing: in 
1828 Russia alone declared war on Turkey, thus having the latter at its mercy. 
The outbreak of this war may have been partly due to the decline of British 
statesmanship after Canning’s death. It certainly was not at all due to the 
absence of the international government of the Holy Alliance. 

The Holy Alliance, then, was a short-lived experiment that contributed 
nothing to the maintenance of international peace. As an international govern- 
ment imposing its rule upon its sphere of domination, it was successful for 
hardly more than half a decade. At the very hour of its ascendancy, in 1818, 
Friedrich Gentz, one of its architects and its outstanding philosopher, put his 
finger on its congenital weakness: 


The strongest objection to the present system is the obvious difficulty to maintain 
for long the combination of heterogeneous elements of which it is composed. The 
most divergent interests, the most antagonistic tendencies, the most contradic- 
tory predictions, views, and secret thoughts are for the moment encompassed 
and submerged in the common action of a league which resembles much more a 
coalition, created for an extraordinary purpose, than a genuine alliance based 
upon distinct and permanent interests. Unique circumstances were needed to 
bring about such a league; it would be against human nature and the nature of 
things for it to take for any length of time the place of that opposition and strife 
to which the diversity of situations, interests, and opinions always leads a number 
of independent nations, each of necessity with its own particular character and 
plan of action.‘ 


Two congenital infirmities made the early demise of the Holy Alliance 
inevitable. One was the diametrical opposition between the two main mem- 
- bers of the Alliance as to what the defense of the status quo—upon which they 
had all agreed as the guiding principle of justice in the abstract—-meant in 
concrete political terms. That meaning was determined by the national inter- 
ests of the individual members. If those interests happened to coincide, the 
Alliance could act in unison as one collective body. If those interests di- 
verged, as they were bound to do from time to time and as they did perma- 
nently in the case of Great Britain and Russia, the Alliance ceased to operate. 

The other infirmity from which the Holy Alliance suffered was the con- 
trast between the principle of justice upon which the governments of Russia, 
Prussia, and Austria agreed as a guide to concrete political action, and the 
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conception of justice adhered to by the majority of the individuals living un- 
der the rule of the Holy Alliance. The conflict between the principles of le- 
gitimate government and the principlés of liberalism and nationalism made 
the operation of an international government inspired by the former depen- 
dent upon the continuous use of armed force in order to protect and restore 
absolute monarchies and their possessions throughout the world. 

It is a matter for conjecture how long an international government could 
have performed such a task had all its members shared the convictions and 
the zeal of Alexander I of Russia. The Holy Alliance could not prevail against 
the opposition of some of its members and of the peoples subject to its rule. 
In the era of Castlereagh, that dual opposition moved without contact on par- 
alle] lines, Castlereagh abstaining from active cooperation with the policies of 
the Neo-Holy Alliance. It was Canning’s great innovation, favored by the in- ° 
creasing strength of the national and liberal movements and later perfected 
by his successor Palmerston, to use those movements in support of British 
purposes; that is, as weights in the scales of the balance of power. With 
that innovation, Canning ushered in the British policy toward the continent 
of Europe which was to remain dominant throughout the nineteenth 
century. 

The international government of the Holy Alliance lacked any kind of 
permanent organization and consisted, aside from the ephemeral ambassador- 
ial committees mentioned above, of nothing but a number of international 
congresses for the purpose of settling current international affairs. Neverthe- 
less, the Holy Alliance was an international government in the true sense of 
the term. An incomplete list of the issues on the agenda of the Congress of 
Aix-la-Chapelle will illustrate the range of its governmental activities: the 
claims of the German mediatized princes against the abuses of their new sov- 
ereigns, the petition of the Elector of Hesse to exchange his title for that of: 
king, the request by Napoleon’s mother for the release of her son, the griev- 
ances of the people of Monaco against their prince, the claims of Bavaria and 
the House of Hochberg to the succession in Baden, a dispute between the 
Duke of Oldenburg and Count Bentinck about the lordship of Knupenhaus- 
sen, the situation of the Jews in Prussia and Austria, the rank of diplomatic 
representatives, the suppression of the slave trade and of the Barbary pirates, 
and the question of the Spanish colonies. 


The Concert of Europe 


In comparison with these widespread governmental activities of the Holy Al- 
liance, the subsequent century was retrogressive. The spectacle of a govern- 
ment of great powers sitting in judgment over the affairs of the world did not 
reappear until in 1919 the Council of the League of Nations re-enacted the 
role that the Holy Alliance had played. Yet the era between the Holy Alliance 
and the League of Nations was not devoid of ad hoc attempts at settling in- 
ternational problems through the concerted action of the great powers. After 


— 


International Government 489 

the demise of the Holy Alliance, the great powers continued to assume re- 
sponsibility for the settlement of political issues that without such settlement 
might have led to war. That responsibility was realized in a number of con- 
ferences dealing with problems endangering the peace, such as the Belgian 
question at the beginning of the 1830's, the Eastern question at the beginning 
of the 1850's and again in 1878, and the problems of Africa at the beginning 
of the twentieth century. It was to that responsibility of the great powers for 
the peace of the world, operating through ad hoc conferences and generally 
known as the Concert of Europe, that Sir Edward Grey appealed in vain on 
the eve of the First World War. 

The Concert of Europe differed from a genuine international government 
in two respects. On the one hand, it was not institutionalized. There was no 
agreement among the great powers to meet regularly or to meet at all. The 
great powers met whenever the international situation seemed to demand 
concerted action. On the other hand, the Concert of Europe was no longer 
animated, as has already been noted,” by a strong moral consensus that could 
have neutralized conflicts and supplied standards for common judgments and 
actions. The cleavage between nationalism and legitimacy which the French 
Revolution had opened remained open throughout the nineteenth century. It 
might at- times narrow or widen, but it did not close. Only at the end of the 
First World War did the national principle triumph, carrying to their doom 
the monarchies of Central and Eastern Europe. 

Yet, despite the lack of a strong moral consensus, of an institutionalized 
government by conferences, let alone of an organized one, the Concert of 
Europe was most successful in preserving general peace during the ninety 
years of its existence. The only major international war the world experienced 
during that period, the Crimean War of 1854—56, was due to a series of acci- 
dents. Had any one of these accidents failed to materialize, the war might 
well have been avoided. The Concert of Europe had already agreed upon the 
formula for peace, but a delay of twenty-four hours in the transmission of the 
formula changed the picture. 

What accounted for the success of the Concert of Europe in preventing 
- general wars? Three factors must be mentioned. In that period of history the 
moral consensus of the European community lived on as a feeble echo, 
strengthened, however, by the humanitarian moral climate of the times. The 
political configuration, as we have seen,° favored expansion into politically 
empty spaces with accommodation of conflicting interests. Finally and most 
importantly, however, that period of history saw a succession of brilliant di- 
plomatists and statesmen who knew how to make peace, how to preserve 
peace, and how to keep wars short and limited in scope. The portentous les- 
son their work conveys to our age will be pondered later in this book. 





‘See pages 264 ff. 
"See pages 367 FT. 
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THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


With the end of the First World War, a new epoch began in the history of 
international government. The League of Nations showed in its functions a 
great deal of similarity with the Holy Alliance. In its organization, however, 
it constituted a radical departure from the experiment that had preceded it a 
century before. 


Organization 
The League of Nations, in contrast to the Holy Alliance, was a real organiza- 
tion with a legal personality, agents, and agencies of its own. Its political 
agencies were the Assembly, the Council, and the Permanent Secretariat. ° 
The Assembly was composed of representatives of all the member states. In 
the Assembly as well as in the Council each state had one vote, and unanimity 
of all members present was required for all political decisions, including those 
which concerned the prevention of war.’ The main exceptions were Article 
15, paragraph 10,° and the rule that in decisions concerning the settlement of 
international disputes the votes of the parties to the dispute were not to be 
counted. : 

The Council consisted of two types of members: permanent and nonper- 
manent. All great powers belonging at a particular time to the League were 
permanent members; e.g., originally France, Great Britain, Italy, and Japan, 
to which were later added Germany and the Soviet Union. The nonperma- 
nent members numbered originally four. Their numbers were increased suc- 
cessively until in 1936 the Council comprised eleven nonpermanent mem- 
bers. Thus originally permanent and nonpermanent members were equal in 
numbers. From 1922 on, the nonpermanent members had an ever increasing 
majority over the permanent ones. In 1939, after Germany, Italy, and Japan 
had resigned and the Soviet Union had been expelled, the Council comprised 
two permanent (France and Great Britain) and eleven nonpermanent mem- 
bers. 


7Cf. the emphasis the Permanent Court of International Justice placed upon the principles of 
unanimity in the Advisory Opinion concerning Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of Lausanne 
(Frontier between Turkey and Iraq): “In a body . . . whose mission is to deal with any matter 
‘within the sphere of action of the League or affecting the peace of the world,’ observance of the 
rule of unanimity is naturally and even necessarily indicated. Only if the decisions of the Council 
have the support of the unanimous consent of the Powers composing it, will possess the 
degree of authority which they must have: the very prestige of the League might be imperilled 
if it were admitted, in the absence of an express provision to that effect, that decisions on impor- 
tant questions could be taken by a majority. Moreover, it is hardly conceivable that resolutions 
on questions affecting the peace of the world could be adopted against the will of those amongst 
the Members of the Council who, although in a minority, would, by reason of their political 
position, have to bear the larger share of the responsibilities and consequences ensuing there- 
from.” (P. C. I. J. Series B, No. 12, p. 29.) 

*For the text, see page 491, note 9. 
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What is important in view of the distribution of power between great and 
small nations is not their numerical relationship but the permanent member- 
ship of the great powers in the Council. By virtue of this permanent mem- 
bership, in conjunction with the rule of unanimity, the great powers could be 
sure that the Council could make no decisions without the consent of all of 
them. Furthermore, the distribution of voting strength in an international 
agency never tells the whole story. No great power will ever be alone in 
voting in favor of or against a certain measure if it does not want to be alone, 
nor need any group of great powers ever run the risk of being outvoted if it 
is anxious not to be in the minority on a particular question. Most small and 
medium powers depend economically, militarily, and politically upon the sup- 
port of a great power. Such a nation will hardly cast its vote against a great 
power that has intimated that the smaller nation is expected to heed its ad- 
vice. Thus every great power controlled a number of votes of the small and 
medium members of the League. On any important issue France could be 
certain of the votes of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Rumania, and— 
for more than a decade—Poland. Great Britain could count upon the votes of 
‘the dominions, the Scandinavian countries, and Portugal. 

This controlling influence of the great powers, regardless of the legal 
structure of the organization, operated in the League of Nations side by side 
with the brilliant intellectual leadership of the representatives of a number of 
small and medium nations. These representatives exerted an influence upon 
the work of the League of Nations out of all proportion to, and irrespective 
of, the power of their particular countries. The scene of that leadership was 
primarily the Assembly. The Assembly of the League of Nations, in contrast 
to the General Assembly of the United Nations, had the authority to render 
binding decisions not only with regard to routine matters or questions of sec- 
ondary importance, but also concerning political problems, such as peace- 
preserving measures.” To that extent the Assembly of the League of Nations 
played the role of a real parliament where leadership fell many times to the 
best qualified representative, regardless of the power and sometimes even of 

the interests of his country. 
But that leadership stopped at the line where the vital interests of the 
great powers began. In the great crises of the League the leadership of the 


°See Article 3, paragraph 3, of the Covenant: “The Assembly may deal at its meetings with 
any matter within the sphere of action of the League or affecting the peace of the world.” See 
also Article 15, paragraphs 9, 10: “The Council may in any case under this Article refer the 
dispute to the Assembly. The dispute shal] be so referred at the request of either party to the 
dispute provided that such request be made within fourteen days after the submission of the 
dispute to the Council. 

“In any case referred to the Assembly, all the provisions of this Article and of Article 12 
relating to the action and powers of the Council shall apply to the action and powers of the 
Assembly, provided that a report made by the Assembly, if concurred in by the Representatives 
of those members of the League represented on the Council and of a majority of the other 
members of the League, . . . shall have the same force as a report by the Council concurred in 
by all the Members thereof. . . .” 
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great powers asserted itself. When in a conflict of first-rate political impor- 
tance, such as the Italo-Ethiopian War or the Spanish Civil War, the attitude 
of some of the small and great powers diverged, the policies of the great 
powers were bound to win. For the preponderance of the great powers on 
the international scene is a fact, as the preponderance of great economic or- 
ganizations is a fact, in domestic society. No legal arrangement nor organiza- 
tional device, short of destroying that preponderance of power itself, can undo 
the political consequences of that disparity of power. Thus in the League the 
small nations enjoyed a greater opportunity for influence and independent 
action than they ever did before or since in modern times. Yet the interna- 
tional government of the League of Nations, at least in the sphere of high 
politics, was a government of the great powers. 


Dual Meaning of the Status Quo: France vs. Great Britain 


What were the principles of justice which the international government of the 
League of Nations was to realize? That question has found a symbolic answer 
in the fact that the twenty-six articles of the Convenant of the League of 
Nations are identical with the first twenty-six articles of the peace treaties that 
settled the issues of the First World War. The intimate connection between 
the League of Nations and the status quo of 1919 was thus made obvious from 
the very outset. The provisions of the Covenant put that connection in explicit 
legal terms. The Preamble refers to “international law as the actual rule of 
conduct among governments’ and to “a scrupulous respect for all treaty obli- 
gations.” Article 10 makes the League of Nations the defender of the territo- 
rial status quo of 1919 by establishing the legal obligation of the members “to 
respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and’ 
existing independence of all members of the League.” All provisions of the 
subsequent articles concerning the settlement of disputes and its enforcement 
must be read in the light of this provision of Article 10. This provision lays 
down the standard by which the agencies of the League were to be guided in 
evaluating the claims and actions of nations and in devising methods to meet 
a threat to the peace. 

It is true that the framers of the Covenant tried to relieve the League 
from the stigma of being completely identified with the status quo of 1919. 
To that end, they provided in Article 19 for peaceful change. We have already 
pointed to the intrinsic weakness of that provision, which remained a dead 
letter from the beginning. But aside from its intrinsic defects, Article 19 pales 
into insignificance if seen in its orphanlike isolation within the structure of the 
Covenant and if compared with the organic connection in which Article 10 
stands to the peace treaties of 1919, on the one hand, and to the peace- 
preserving and law-enforcing provisions of Articles 11—16 of the Covenant, on 
the other. Article 19, then, was little more than a verbal concession to the 
undeniable fact of change. Its fundamental law no less than its origin, identi- 
cal with the peace treaties of 1919, made it inevitable that the League as a 
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working organization of international government should judge and act as the 
defender of the status quo. | 

Two principles were at the foundation of the status quo of 1919: the per- 
manent inability of Germany to wage war, and the principle of national self- 
determination. Yet, from the very outset, the two nations mainly responsible 
for the policies of the League, Great Britain and France, interpreted these 
two principles in distinctly different ways and tried to shape the policies of 
the League according to these different interpretations. For France, Ger- 
many’s permanent inability to wage war was synonymous with the permanent 
preponderance of France on the continent of Europe. For Great Britain, Ger- 
many’s permanent inability to wage war was not incompatible with the 
comeback of Germany as a great power within controlled limits so that at least 
the semblance of a balance of power would again exist on the continent of 
Europe. 

France looked to the League of Nations primarily as a kind of collective 
sheriff that would add its strength to the military might of France for the 

defense of the status quo of 1919. Great Britain considered the League of 
"Nations primarily a kind of clearinghouse where the statesmen of the world 
would meet to discuss their common problems and seek agreement by way of 
compromise. Finally, France used the principle of national self-determination 
as a political weapon with which to strengthen its allies in Eastern Europe 
against Germany. Great Britain saw in it a principle capable of universal ap- 
plication, at least on the European continent, which one might well use to 
strengthen Germany at the expense of the allies of France. 

At the bottom of these divergent interpretations of standards of justice 
and of political principles we find again the basic pattern of international 
politics. France subordinated all its policies as one of the leading members of 
the international government of the League of Nations to its overriding desire 
to maintain the status quo of 1919. This status quo was identical with France's 
hegemony on the European continent. Great Britain thought it could regain 
the controlling influence it had exerted over the affairs of Europe during the 
nineteenth century. To that end, it tried to restore the power configuration 
that had existed during that period: a balance of power on the European con- 
tinent with Great Britain as its “holder.” Thus its policies as the other leading 
member of the international government of the League were all directed to- 
ward undermining the status quo of 1919—within manageable limits which 
Great Britain thought it could determine at will. This goal of British foreign 
policy could only be attained by weakening France. 

This conflict between the British and French conceptions and policies did 
not, however, wreck the League of Nations, as the conflict between Great 
Britain and Russia had the Holy Alliance. It rather led to a creeping paralysis 
in the political activities of the League and to its inability to take determined 
action against threats to international order and peace. It culminated in the 
triumph of the British over the French conception. The distribution of power 
between Great Britain and France was in the main responsible for this devel- 
opment. 


494 Peace Through Limitation 


The margin of French superiority started to shrink in the mid-twenties 
in proportion to the growth of German strength, first slowly and impercepti- 
bly, and then—following Hitler's ascent to power—with ever increasing 
speed. In 1919, France sought the separation of the left bank of the Rhine 
from Germany and treaties of alliance with Great Britain and the United 
States. France received neither. It was able to make only two additions to its 
own military strength which barely concealed its intrinsic weakness in com- 
parison with the potentialities of German power. One addition was the alli- 
ances with Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Rumania, and the treaty of friendship 
with Yugoslavia. These allies, however, were at best medium states. Some, if 
not all of them, were militarily overrated and could not be relied upon to act 
always in unison. The other addition was the Locarno Treaties of 1925, put- . 
ting the Franco-German frontier under the joint guarantee of Great Brithin 
and Italy. Yet France was unable to obtain a similar guarantee for the Ger- 
man-Polish frontier, nor was it able to gain British support for an automatic 
system of collective security which would have closed certain loopholes left 
open by the Covenant of the League of Nations.! 

Under such conditions of hegemonial power in the short run and incur- 
able weakness in the long run, France started in the mid-twenties to follow 
the British lead in its policies within the League of Nations, at first hesitat- 
ingly, and in the thirties without alternative.* For by then, due. to its own 
indecision and now apparent weakness, France was no longer able to seek on 
its own account the implementation of those provisions of the Covenant 
through which the League could have played the role of an international gov- 
ernment for the maintenance of international order and the prevention of war. 
France by itself did not have the power to make the League play that role. 
Great Britain had no interest in making the League play it. For the perfor-. 
mance of that role would have meant the perpetuation of unchallenged 
French supremacy on the European continent—a supremacy that Great 
Britain was resolved to bring to an end. Thus the British conceptions and 
policies put their imprint upon the governmental activities of the League of 
Nations. 


Three Wealmesses of the League of Nations 


This is not to say that the League of Nations did not exercise important gov- 
ernmental functions. The League of Nations governed two territories: the 
Saar Basin and the City of Danzig. It governed indirectly—according to the 


'See pages 497-8. 

*This trend was interrupted only for a short while in 1934 when French Foreign Minister 
Barthou prepared the ground for a military alliance with the Soviet Union, which, however, none 
of his successors dared to implement. The foreign policy of Laval] in that period, while strongly 
anti-British in intent and favoring an understanding with the Axis powers, was identical with that 
of Great Britain in undermining the status quo of 1919. 
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text of Article 22 of the Covenant—rather than in actuality the mandated 
territories.? Yet, when it came to the maintenance of international order and 
the preservation or restoration of peace, it governed only in the rare instances 
when either the interests of the great powers among its members were not 
affected or the common interests of the most influential among them seemed 
to require it. 

The League of Nations did not act as an international government when 
in 1920 Poland seized Vilna, the old Lithuanian capital; for that violation of 
international law was committed by the strongest ally of France, and the in- 
tervention of the League was opposed by the Soviet Union. But in 1925, 
incipient war between Bulgaria and Greece was easily stopped by the Presi- 
dent of the Council of the League, who sent a telegram to the parties de- 
manding immediate cessation of hostilities. He was actively supported by 
France and Great Britain, who acted on this occasion in unison and used their 
influence in particular to deter Greece from offensive action. 

The League of Nations refused to act when in 1923 Italy occupied the 
Greek island of Corfu. It did nothing even approaching the nature of enforce- 
‘ment action after Japan invaded Manchuria in 1931, and after it invaded 
China proper in 1937. The League did nothing to prevent or stop the Chaco 
War between Bolivia and Paraguay in 1932-35, except to recommend an arms 
embargo. From 1935 on, the League did nothing effective to maintain its 
authority within the territory of Danzig, and it did nothing in the face of the 
continuous violations of the Treaty of Versailles by Germany. What the 
League did in 1935—36 with respect to Italy’s attack upon Ethiopia could not, 
as we have seen,* have been different had it been calculated to be ineffective. 
From 1936—39, the League did nothing to control the international effects of 
the Spanish Civil War. In December 1939, however, the League expelled the 
Soviet Union because of its attack against Finland. It was the last and—aside 





5Cf. the following provisions of Article 22: “To those colonies and territories which as a con- 
sequence of the late war have ceased to be under the sovereignty of the States which formerly 
governed them and which are inhabited by peoples not yet able to stand by themselves under 
the strenuous conditions of the modern world, there should be applied the principle that the 
well-being and development of such peoples form a sacred trust of civilisation and that securities 
for the performance of this trust should be embodied in this Covenant. 

“The best method of giving practical effect to this principle is that the tutelage of such 
peoples should be entrusted to advanced nations who, by reason of their resources, their expe- 
rience or their geographical position, can best undertake this responsibility, and who are willing 
to accept it, and that this tutelage should be exercised by them as Mandatories on behalf of the 
League... . 

“In every case of mandate, the Mandatory shall render to the Council an annual report in 
reference to the territory committed to its charge. 

“The degree of authority, control or administration to be exercised by the Mandatory shall, 
if not previously agreed upon by the Members of the League, be explicitly defined in each case 
by the Council. 

“A permanent Commission shall be constituted to receive and examine the annual reports of 
the Mandatories and to advise the Council on all matters relating to the observance of the man- 
dates.” 

‘See pages 457-8. 
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from the sanctions against Italy—the most drastic of the League's political 
actions. 

The League of Nations prevented no major war, and it was ineffective in 
maintaining international order. The reasons for this failure, aside from the 
prevalence of the British conception over the French, are threefold: consti- 
tutional, structural, and political. 


Constitutional Weakness 

The Covenant of the League of Nations did not outlaw war as such. The 
members of the League were not allowed to go to war under certain condi- 
tions. By the same token, they were allowed to go to war in the absence of 
those conditions. Thus the Preamble to the Covenant stipulated “the accep- 
tance of obligations’ not to resort to war.” Article 12 provided that the mem- 
bers should not “resort to war until three months after the award by the 
arbitrators. . . .” By virtue of Article 13, paragraph 4, the members agreed 
“that they will not resort to war against a member of the League which com- 
plies” with the judicial decision of a dispute. Finally, according to Article 15, 
paragraph 6, “If a report by the Council is unanimously agreed to by the 
members thereof other than the Representatives of one or more of the parties 
to the dispute, the Members of the League agree that they will not go to war 
with any party to the dispute which complies with the recommendations of 
the report.” 

Only the two latter provisions contain an outright prohibition to go to 
war. As Jean Ray put it: “We are convinced that this timidity of the authors 
of the Covenant has serious consequences and puts in jeopardy the new sys- 
tem which they tried to erect. As a matter of fact, since the contrary opinion 
was not clearly expressed, it remained tacitly admitted that war is a solution, 
the normal solution, of international conflicts. These obligations, as a matter 
of law, are presented only as exceptions; the implicit rule is the recourse to 
war.”” Even if the members had lived up to the provisions of the Covenant, 
they would have found in the fundamental law of the League an instrument 
for the prevention of some wars and for the legalization of others. 


Structural Weakness 

This constitutional weakness, however, did not affect the actual opera- 
tions of the League, for the League did not live up to its constitution. On the 
other hand, the structural weakness of the League had a direct bearing upon 
its failure to prevent the wars that occurred under its jurisdiction. That weak- 
ness consisted in the contrast between the distribution of power within it and 
the distribution of power in the world at large. 

The structure of the League was predominantly European in a period 
when the main factors of international politics were no longer predominantly 


In contradistinction to “the obligation.” The French text: (“certaines obligations”) is more 
emphatic on that score. 
°Commentaire du Pacte de la Société des Nations (Paris: Sirey, 1930), pp. 73-4. — 
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European. Both great powers that in turn dominated it, France and Great 
Britain, were European powers. The only non-European great power that was 
a member of the League was Japan. Of the two nations that in the twenties 
were already potentially the two most powerful nations on earth, the United 
States was never a member, and the Soviet Union only during the League’s 
declining years, from 1934 to 1939. 

It is, of course, true that of the thirty-one original members, only ten 
were European and of the thirteen nations that joined it later, only seven. 
But here again numbers do not tell the story. An international organization 
whose main purpose is the maintenance of international order and peace does 
not need to be universal in the sense that all nations of the world belong to 
it. It must, however, be universal in the sense that all powerful nations, 
which are most likely to disturb the peace of the world, are under its jurisdic- 
tion. 

Article 17 of the Covenant, therefore, attempted to make the jurisdiction 
of the League universal regardless of membership. It gave the League au- 
thority in case of a dispute between two states, one or both of which were not 
members of the League, to invite the nonmembers “to accept the obligations 
of membership in the League for the purposes of such disputes, upon such 
conditions as the Council may deem just. . . . If a state so invited shall re- 
fuse to accept the obligations of membership and shall resort to war against a 
member of the League,” the sanctions of Article 16 shall be applicable against 
such a state. “If both parties to the dispute . . . refuse to accept the obliga- 
tions of membership . . . the Council may take such measures, and make 
recommendations as will prevent hostilities and will result in the settlement 
of the dispute.” 

This last paragraph of Article 17 endeavored to make the League of Na- 
tions a world government for the purpose of preserving peace. The feasibility 
of such a government must again depend upon the distribution of power be- 
tween the members of the League acting in unison and those states over 
which the governmental! functions are to be exercised. The League would 
have had no difficulty in making its will prevail over two small or medium 
' states. Let us suppose, however, that a dispute had broken out between a 
member of the League, on the one hand, and the United States or the Soviet 
Union or both, on the other; or between the two latter powers any time 
between 1919 and 1934, when neither country was a member of the League. 
Under such circumstances, the attempt to impose the League’s will upon the 
United States or the Soviet Union or both would have amounted to a world 
war between the members of the League and either one or two of the poten- 
tially most powerful nations on earth, with a number of nonmember nations 
either joining the latter or remaining neutral. The attempt to preserve peace 
on a universal scale would have led to war on a universal scale.’ Thus the 


"The reader will remember that this situation is identical with the one which results from the 
consistent application of collective security; see pages 455—6. 
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membership of some great powers and the nonmembership of other great 
powers rendered the League powerless to preserve peace on a world-wide 
scale. 

This lack of universality in the membership of the great powers also in- 
dicates the fundamental reason for the failure of British and French policies 
in the period between the two world wars. The policies of both countries 
were anachronistic. The policies of France might perhaps have succeeded in 
the age of Louis XIV. Then the main weights of the balance of power were 
located in Central and Western Europe, and such a preponderence as France 
gained in 1919 would have given it a real chance to establish its permanent 
hegemony over the continent. Yet after Russia had become one of the main 
factors in the balance of power, Napoleon had to learn that a hegemony over | 
the European continent meant little, with the resources of Eastern Europe 
and of the better part of Asia either uncommitted or hostile. This lesson was 
heeded by the brilliant French diplomatists who in the two decades preceding 
the First World War founded French foreign policy upon close ties with Rus- 
sia. Their successors in the period between the two world wars based their 
hopes upon a system of alliances with the balkanized countries of Eastern and 
Southeastern Europe, a poor substitute for the “grand alliance” with Russia. 
Obsessed with the fear of revolution, very much like the French aristocrats 
in the years after 1789, they were ready to commit national suicide rather 
than yield to the logic of a new international configuration. 

British foreign policy in that period was as anachronistic as the French. 
Great Britain was intrinsically as weak with regard to the continent of Europe 
as France was with regard to Germany. The role that Russia played in relation 
to France was similar to the one the United States and, to a much lesser 
degree, Japan played in relation to Great Britain. A policy that was still suc- 
cessful in the age of Disraeli was doomed to failure in the age of Stanley 
Baldwin. Throughout the nineteenth century, Great Britain’s back yard, as it 
were, had been secure; the British navy controlled the seas without chal- 
lenge. In the thirties, other great naval powers had arisen, one of them po- 
tentially the most powerful nation on earth. Furthermore, the airplane 
brought the British Isles closer to the continent than ever before. Such con- 
ditions allowed British foreign policy but two alternatives. It could place its 
weight permanently in that scale of the European balance of power where 
British interests in the long run seemed to be most secure. Or it could make 
itself the spearhead of American policy in Europe.° What British policy could 
not do was to continue the policy of “splendid isolation.” And this is what it 
did. 

It will remain forever a moot question whether or not France and Great 
Britain had any real choice in the face of the policies actually pursued by the 


®It is worthy of note that since the end of the Second World War Great Britain has pursued 
these two foreign policies simultaneously. 
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Soviet Union and the United States. It is, however, beyond doubt that an 
international government never had a chance whose leading members, either 
by choice or by necessity, followed policies so completely at odds with the 
actual distribution of power in the world. 


Political Weakness 

This would have been true even on the assumption that the League of 
Nations had been able to act as a unit in the face of a threatening war of major 
proportions. Actually this assumption was never realized. Divergent national 
interests pursued by the great powers prevailed over the principles of justice 
defined by the League of Nations in terms of the status quo. In 1921, imme- 
diately after the First World War, the four permanent members of the Coun- 
cil of the League were still able to act in unison with respect to relatively 
important political issues, such as the fortification of the Aaland Islands in- 
volving Finland and Sweden and the partition of Upper Silesia, which was a 
bone of contention between Germany and Poland. After these promising be- 
ginnings, it was not only the conflict between France and Great Britain that 
incapacitated the League for collective action on matters of major importance, 
but the separate and generally antagonistic policies of the great powers. 

When Germany joined the League in 1925, it pursued a policy of under- 
mining the status quo of Versailles, mainly using the principle of national self- 
determination as the dynamite with which to crack the foundations of the 
territorial status quo. This policy was at odds with the policies of France and 
its Eastern allies and was aimed, first surreptitiously and later openly, at the 
termination of their preponderance on the continent of Europe. In addition 
to the principle of national self-determination, Germany used the dual fear of 
bolshevist revolution and Russian imperialism, which obsessed the Western 
powers, as a weapon with which to strengthen its own position. While alter- 
nately offering itself as a bulwark against bolshevism and threatening to ally 
itself with the Soviet Union, Germany was able to wring concessions from the 
Western powers, to isolate Poland from France, and to paralyze the League. 

Italy, on its part, pursued in the twenties a policy somewhat similar to 
‘the one pursued by Great Britain. Italy welcomed the comeback of Germany 
within certain limits as a means to weaken France and its Eastern allies, es- 
pecially Yugoslavia. When in the thirties the impotence of the League had 
become obvious, Italy used Germany as Germany was using the Soviet 
Union, alternately as common menace and as a silent partner, and made an 
open bid against Great Britain and France for domination of the Mediterra- 
nean. 

The Soviet Union was as isolated within the League as it had been with- 
out. Its potential strength as a nation and its sponsorship of world revolution 
made it a dual menance to the Western powers. It proved to be impossible 
for France, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union to unite for common action 
in any of the great crises from 1934 to 1939, with the exception of the sanc- 
tions against Italy. In all those crises the Western powers and the Soviet 
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Union found themselves in opposite camps. Even when in 1939 Germany 
threatened both the Soviet Union and the Western powers with war, they 
were unable to agree upon common preventive action. Instead, each side 
tried to deflect the threatening stroke of lightning to the other side. It was 
only Hitler's folly in waging war against both at the same time that made them 
allies despite themselves. 

Finally, Japan, smarting under the inferiority which the treaties of 1922 
had imposed upon it, prepared for the moment when it could establish its 
own hegemony in the Far East. Japan could do so only by dislodging Great 
Britain and the United States from their positions in the Far East and by 
“closing the door” to China which, as a matter of traditional policy, Great 
Britain and the United States had insisted upon keeping open for all nations. 
Thus, when Japan took the first step toward establishing its Far Eastern em- ' 
pire by invading Manchuria in 1931, it could not help coming into conflict 
with France and Great Britain, the leading members of the League of Na- 
tions. It is not without ironic significance that Japan, in establishing its do- 
minion, made use of the same principle of national self-determination which 
had carried France and Great Britain to dominance in the League. Now it 
was employed to rally the colored races of the Far East against the colonialism 
of the leaders of the League. Yet neither while Japan remained a member of 
the League nor after its resignation in 1932 did Great Britain feel strong 
enough to lead the League in effective collective action in order to stop Ja- 
pan's attack against China. 

The ability of the League of Nations to prevent war was predicated upon 
the unity of its members, and especially of the great powers. By virtue of the 
principle of unanimity, any member of the League, except parties to a dis- 
pute, could veto a decision by voting against a motion to take action. Given 
the antagonistic policies pursued by the leading members of the League, the 
very likelihood of a veto impeded even attempts at decisive collective action. 
Only an overriding principle of justice could have made such action possible. 
As we have seen, such principles of justice did exist in the abstract as collec- 
tive defense of the status quo against the nations vanquished in the First 
World War and as national self-determination. 

Confronted with a political situation demanding concrete action, these 
abstract principles transformed themselves into ideological justifications for 
the separate policies pursued by the individual nations. Thus these abstract 
principles of justice, far from providing common standards of judgment and 
guides for common action, actually strengthened international anarchy by 
strengthening the antagonistic policies of individual nations. The inability of 
the League of Nations to maintain international order and peace, then, was 
the inevitable result of the ascendancy that the ethics and policies of sover- 
eign nations were able to maintain over the moral and political objectives of 
the international government of the League of Nations. 
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International 
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United Nations 


In order to understand the constitutional functions and actual operations of 
the United Nations, it is necessary to distinguish sharply between the consti- 
tutional provisions of the Charter and the manner in which the agencies of 
the United Nations, under the pressure of unforeseen political circumstances, 
have actually performed their functions under the Charter. The government 
of the United Nations, like the government of the United States, can be un- 
derstood only by confronting the provisions of the constitution with the real- 
ities of political practice. Such a separate analysis of constitutional function 
and actual performance points up a series of significant transformations not 
only in the particular political functions performed by the agencies of the 
United Nations, but in the very character of the United Nations as an inter- 
national organization. 


THE UNITED NATIONS ACCORDING TO THE CHARTER 


Government by Superpowers 


In its constitutional organization the United Nations resembles the League of 
Nations. It, too, has three political agencies: the General Assembly composed 
of all members of the United Nations, the Security Council as the political 
executive of the organization, and the Secretariat. The distribution of func- 
tions between the General Assembly and the Security Council, however, dif- 
fers distinctly from that between the Council and the Assembly of the League 
of Nations. The tendency toward government by the great powers, which was 
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already unmistakable in the League of Nations, completely dominates the dis- 
tribution of functions in the United Nations. This tendency manifests itself in 
three constitutional devices of the Charter: the inability of the General As- 
sembly to make decisions in political matters, the limitation of the require- 
ment of unanimity to the permanent members of the Security Council, and 
the right of parties to disputes to veto any enforcement measures against 
themselves. 

The Assembly of the League of Nations was, as we have seen, a real 
international parliament, which could take action in political matters alone or 
in competition with the Council of the League. The General Assembly of the 
United Nations, according to Articles 10-14 of the Charter, has only the 
power to make recommendations in political matters either to the parties con- 
cerned or to the Security Council. With regard to the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security, it can debate, investigate, and recommend, but 
it cannot act. Even those modest functions are qualified by Article 12 of the 
Charter, which precludes the General Assembly from making even recom- 
mendations on matters that are on the agenda of the Security Council. Thus 
the concurrent jurisdiction of a deciding Council] and a deciding Assembly, 
which was a distinguishing feature of the League of Nations, is replaced by 
the alternate jurisdiction of a deciding Security Council and a recommending 
General Assembly. When the Security Council concerns itself with a matter, 
the General Assembly may still debate, but it can no longer even recom- 
mend. 

This device enables the Security Council to control indirectly the func- 
tions of the General Assembly in matters of political importance. By simply 
putting a matter on its agenda, the Security Council can transform the Gen- 
era] Assembly into a debating society without even the right to express its 
collective opinion on the matter. 

This limitation of the functions of the General Assembly has endowed the 
United Nations with a split personality. The General Assembly may with two- 
thirds majority recommend to the Security Council a solution of an interna- 
tional problem which the Security Council may disregard at its discretion. 
This discretion of the Security Council would be no serious matter if the 
General Assembly were an advisory body of limited membership and not the 
representative body of virtually all the nations of the world. As it is, the dis- 
tribution of functions between the Security Council and the Genera] Assem- 
bly is a constitutional monstrosity. The United Nations may speak with re- 
spect to the same issue with two voices—the General Assembly's and the 
Security Council’s—-and between these two voices there is no organic con- 
nection. Two-thirds or more of the total membership of the United Nations . 
may recommend one thing, and nine of the fifteen members of the Security 
Council may disregard the recommendation and decide something else. 

The vice of this constitutional arrangement does not lie in the predomi- 
nance of the great powers, which we found to exist in the Holy Alliance and 
the League of Nations as well. The vice lies rather in the opportunity for the 
General Assembly to demonstrate its impotence. The Holy Alliance was 
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frankly an international government of the great powers. The League of Na- 
tions was an international government of the great powers with the advice 
and consent of all member nations, each of which, by virtue of the principle 
of unanimity and save for Article 15, paragraph 10, of the Covenant, could 
stop the international government from acting. The United Nations is an in- 
ternational government of the great powers which resembles in its constitu- 
tional arrangements the Holy Alliance and in its pretense the League of Na- 
tions. It is the contrast between pretense and constitutional actuality, 
between the democratic expectations roused by the words of the Charter and 
the autocratic performance envisaged by the actual distribution of functions 
which characterizes the constitutional provisions of the United Nations. 

The international government of the United Nations, then, is identical 
with the international government of the Security Council. The Security 
Council appears, as it were, as the Holy Alliance of our time. The predomi- 
nance of the Security Council having thus been established, the Charter pro- 
ceeds to establish the predominance of the great powers within the Security 
Council. For in actuality it is the five permanent members that are supposed 
‘to perform the governmental functions. We have seen that the principle of 
unanimity has been abrogated with respect to all decisions of the Security 
Council and has been replaced with regard to substantive decisions by the 
requirement of nine affirmative votes in which the votes of the five permanent 
members must be included. Given the preponderant influence of some of the 
five permanent members (China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, 
the United States), their unanimous decision is expected to attract at least 
four more votes of other members of the Security Council. 

The United Nations, then, is predicated upon the continuing unity of the 
permanent members of the Security Council. In the scheme of the Charter, 
these five members are, as it were, the nucleus of a world federation, a Holy 
Alliance within a Holy Alliance. By limiting the principle of unanimity to 
them, the Charter makes them the international government of the United 
Nations. It follows that with but one permanent member dissenting there can 
be no international government of the United Nations. 

This great-power monopoly of governmental action is still further en- 
hanced by Article 27, paragraph 3, according to which a party to a dispute is 
prevented from voting only with regard to the pacific settlement of disputes 
under Chapter VI of the Charter. In other words, the great-power veto ap- 
plies to the enforcement measures under Chapter VII. When a great power 
is a party to a dispute, the Security Council can render a decision by virtue 
of Article 27, paragraph 3, regardless of the attitude of that great power. If 
the Security Council should try to enforce that decision, the dissent of any of 
the great powers, although a party to the dispute, would erect a legal barrier 
to enforcement action. In such a contingency the decision of the Security 
Council would remain a dead letter. 


I 
'For the text see page 318. 
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Actually, however, the international government of the United Nations 
is government of the great powers to a stil] greater degree than the foregoing 
analysis would indicate. Of the five permanent members of the Security 
Council only two, the United States and the Soviet Union, are really great 
powers. Great Britain and France are medium powers: China is only poten- 
tially a great power. Under present conditions of world politics, most mem- 
bers of the Security Council, the permanent members included, can be pre- 
vailed upon, if need be, to support the position taken by the United States, 
China, and the Soviet Union. The international government of the United 
Nations, stripped of its legal trimmings, then, is really the international gov- 
ernment of the United States, China, and the Soviet Union acting in unison. 
At best—if they are united—they can govern the rest of the world for the 
purpose of maintaining order and of preventing war. At worst—if they are - 
disunited—there will be no international government at all. 

Ideally the United Nations is an instrument for governing the world 
through the combined power of the United States, China, and the Soviet 
Union. The Charter of the United Nations, however, does not envisage the 
possibility that the United Nations operate as an international government for 
the purpose of establishing or maintaining order in the relations among the 
United States, China, and the Soviet Union or of preventing war among 
them. The device of the veto excludes the purpose of subjecting the United 
States, China, and the Soviet Union to an international government against 
their will. 


Undefined Principles of Justice 


The standards of justice which shal] guide the judgment and actions of the 
agencies of the United Nations are found in three places: in the Preamble, in 
Chapter 1 dealing with Purposes and Principles, and interspersed through the 
Charter. Yet, in contrast to the basic principles of the Holy Alliance and of 
the League of Nations, the principles of justice upon which the United Na- 
tions is founded are beset by two kinds of inner contradictions: one concern- 
ing the mode of actions to be performed by the United Nations, the other 
concerning the purposes for which the actions are to be performed. 

The Preamble reaffirms “faith . . . in the equal rights . . . of nations 
large and small,” and Article 2, paragraph 1, declares that “the Organization 
is based on the principle of sovereign equality of all its Members.” That prin- 
ciple is strengthened by Article 2, paragraph 7, which exempts “matters 
which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state” from the 
jurisdiction of the United Nations, except in so far as enforcement measures 
under Chapter VII are concerned.? Yet the whole structure of the United 
Nations, as laid out in the main body of the Charter, is based upon what one 


*See what was said earlier about the destructive effect the reservation of domestic jurisdiction 
has upon international obligations, pages 304-6. 
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might call paradoxically the “sovereign inequality” of its members. We have 
already pointed to the fact that if the United Nations were to operate as pro- 
vided for in its Charter, all its members who are not members of the Security 
Council would lose their sovereignty and would remain sovereign in name 
and form only.* Thus the principle of sovereign equality proclaimed by the 
Charter in its introductory provisions is contradicted by the actual distribution 
of functions which the Charter itself provides. 

The Preamble and Chapter I formulate five political purposes of action: 
(1) maintenance of international peace and security, (2) collective security, (3) 
prohibition of the use of force “against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state” and reservation of its use for “the common inter- 
est” as defined in the Charter, (4) maintenance of “justice and respect for the 
obligations arising from treaties and other sources of international law,” and 
(5) national self-determination. 

Of these five purposes, the first two are general and of an instrumental 
nature. They tell us that whatever the United Nations does it should do 
peacefully and according to the principle of collective security. The other 
three principles are specific and concrete. They tell us what the United Na- 
tions should or should not do in concrete situations. It should use force under 
certain conditions and not use it under others; it should act justly and in 
harmony with the rules of international law and with the principle of national 
self-determination. 

It is significant that the Charter is most explicit in elaborating and imple- 
menting the first two purposes (cf. particularly Chapters VI and VII) and that 
it is virtually silent with regard to the remaining three. Article 11, paragraph 
1, and Article 24, paragraph 2, refer the General Assembly and the Security 
Council in general terms to the Purposes and Principles as guides for their 
deliberations and actions. But the concrete meaning of such concepts as jus- 
tice, respect for international law, and national self-determination is not self- 
evident, nor is it the same everywhere and at all times. In the abstract, most 
men may be able to agree upon a definition of those terms. It is the concrete 
political situation that gives these abstract terms a concrete meaning and en- 
- ables them to guide the judgment and actions of men. Nowhere in the main 
body of the Charter is there a definition of, or reference to, a substantive 
principle of justice. Nor are there any other sources that would give unequi- 
vocal content to these abstractions. 


THE UNITED NATIONS—POLITICAL REALITY 


The Rise and Decline of the General Assembly 


The constitutional scheme of the United Nations was built upon three political 
assumptions. First, the great powers, acting in unison, would deal with any 





"See pages 338 ff. 
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threat to peace and security, regardless of its source. Second, their combined 
wisdom and strength would be sufficient to meet all such threats without 
resort to war. Third, no such threat would emanate from one of the great 
powers themselves. These assumptions have not stood the test of experience. 
The great powers have not been able to act in unison when their divergent 
interests were at stake, which is another way of saying that they have been 
able to act in unison only in rare and exceptional circumstances. And the main. 
threat to the peace and security of the world emanates from the great powers 
themselves. Thus the constitutional scheme of the Charter has been defied by 
the political reality of the postwar world. 

The contrast between constitutional intentions and political reality has 
transformed the United Nations into something different from what it was. 
intended to be. In view of the dynamic changes in the relations between the 
two, one can distinguish three stages in that transformation. The first decade, 
roughly speaking, witnesses the decline of the Security Council and the as- 
cendancy of the General Assembly. The second decade, again roughly speak- 
ing, is characterized by the ascendancy of the Secretary General, acting under 
the delegated authority of the Security Council and the General Assembly. 
The constitutional crisis of 1964, resulting from the conflict over the financing 
of peacekeeping operations, made manifest the decline in the powers of the 
General Assembly and of the Secretary General, and in consequence the Se- 
curity Council began to reassert its constitutional authority. 

These changes in the relative importance of the Security Council and the 
General Assembly are graphically illustrated by the quantitative changes in 
the activities of the two agencies. Judged by the number of political issues 
dealt with, the Security Council began, in accordance with the intentions of 
the Charter, as the leading political organ of the United Nations. Yet from 
July lst, 1948, onward, its activities, while fluctuating in absolute terms, have 
been consistently inferior to those of the General Assembly. 

The conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union and the 
absence of Communist China prevented the United Nations from becoming 
the international government of the great powers which the Charter intended 
it to be. That conflict has paralyzed the Security Council as an agency of 
international government. In the few instances when it has been able to act 
as such an agency, it has been able to do so either, as at the beginning of the 
Korean War, by the accidental and temporary absence of the Soviet Union 
or, as in the Indonesian, Kashmir, Middle East, and Suez issues, by a fortui- 
tous and exceptional coincidence of interests. 

The changes in the number of meetings of the Security Council similarly 
illustrate the changes in its importance as the leading political organ of the 
United Nations. 

The world-wide interests and commitments of the United States and the 
Soviet Union make it inevitable that in almost every issue that has come, or 
might come, before the Security Council the interests and commitments of 
the two superpowers are somehow involved. This involvement has made 
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January 1, 1946, to June 30, 1964 
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General Security 
Period Assembly Council 
January 1, 1946—June 30, 1946 2 8 
July 1, 1946—June 30, 1947 6 8 
July 1, 1947—June 30, 1948 9 14 
July 1, 1948—June 30, 1949 15 10 
July 1, 1949-——June 30, 1950 13 12 
July 1, 19850—June 30, 1951 24 12 
July 1, 1951—June 30, 1952 17 9 
July 1, 1952—June 30, 1953 18 5 
July 1, 1953—June 30, 1954 12 8 
July 1, 1954—June 30, 1955 18 4 
July 1, 1955—June 30, 1956 13 4 
July 1, 1956—June 30, 1957 19 ll 
July 1, 1957—-June 30, 1958 22 9 
July 1, 1958—June 30, 1959 15 6 
. July 1, 1959—June 30, 1960 14 2 
July 1, 1960—June 30, 1961 20 6 
July 1, 1961—June 30, 1962 24 8 
July 1, 1962—June 30, 1963 15 4 
July 1, 1963—June 30, 1964 11 8 
Total 286 147 
Number of Meetings of the Security Council 
1946 88 1956 51 
1947 137 1957 48 
1948 168 1958 36 
1949 62 1959 5 
1950 73 1960 71 
1951 39 1961 68 
1952 42 1962 38 
1953 43 1963 58 
1954 32 1964 86 
1955 23 


agreement generally impossible, and the voting in the Security Council has 
generally found the Soviet Union on one side of the issue and the majority on 
the other. It is then through the instrumentality of the veto that the minority | 
great power registers its dissent from the majority and protects its interests 
from being adversely affected by a hostile majority. 

The rise of the General Assembly to its eminence as the most active 
branch of the international government of the United Nations is due to two 
factors: the use of five constitutional devices by the majority of the General 
Assembly and the character of contemporary world politics. 
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The constitutional practices the General Assembly has followed in its ac- 
tivities as an agency of international government have tended to diminish the 
authority of the Security Council and increase that of the General Assembly. 
First of all, the control over the activities of the General Assembly, which 
Article 12, paragraph 1, of the Charter gives to the Security Council, has been 
circumvented by two constitutional devices. A number of cases have been 
removed from a deadlocked Security Council to the General Assembly by a 
simple majority vote on the assumption that such removal is a procedural 
matter that does not require the unanimous votes of all the permanent mem- 
bers according to Article 27, paragraph 3, of the Charter. In other words, the 
Security Council has proceeded on the assumption tha the veto does not ap- 
ply to a majority decision to remove an issue from the Security Council to the 
General Assembly. 

Furthermore, the General Assembly has interpreted Article 12, para- 
graph 1, liberally and has made recommendations with regard to issues that 
were at the same time on the agenda of the Security Council. This happened 
in the cases of Palestine and Korea. The procedure has been justified by the 
legal argument that the Assembly was dealing with an aspect of the same issue 
different from that with which the Security Council was concerned. It is ob- 
vious that this argument tends to emasculate Article 12, paragraph 1, and, in 
consequence, opens the door wide for the General Assembly's assumption of 
unlimited jurisdiction over virtually any issue submitted to it. 

The General Assembly went further by assuming in a positive way pri- 
mary and specific responsibility for the preservation of peace and security— 
for which, according to Article 24, paragraph 1, the Security Council is pri- 
marily responsible. The General Assembly achieved this result through the 
Uniting for Peace Resolution,* which established the Collective Measures 
Committee and gave it broad advisory functions for the maintenance of peace 
and security. When the Soviet Union declared this resolution to be illegal, it 
went too far; when it alleged that the Collective Measures Committee was 
designed to “circumvent” the Security Council, it was not far off the mark. 
For the Collective Measures Committee owes its existence to the demon- 
strated inability of the Security Council to act as an agency of international 
government on any issue in which divergent interests of the great powers are 
involved. 

In view of the text of the Charter, the General Assembly should never 
have been able to supersede the Security Council in any respect. For the 
Charter erects a seemingly insurmountable obstacle to any such usurpation 
by giving only the Security Council the power to make legally binding deci- 
sions and by allowing the General Assembly to do no more than recommend. 
The ever more marked inability of the Security Council to decide brought 
about a subtle change in the relative powers of the two agencies. This change 





*For its contents, see pages 326-7. 
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endowed the recommendations of the General Assembly, at least in certain 
matters and within certain limits,” with an authority akin to that of a legally 
binding decison. A substantial majority of the members of the United Nations 
obviously felt that the United Nations ought to take action with regard to 
certain matters, and that, in the absence of a Security Council able to act, the 
General Assembly ought to act in the manner the Security Council would 
have acted were it able to do so. Thus, while technically speaking the General 
Assembly can only recommend, a substantial majority of the inmembers showed 
a tendency, with regard to certain matters and within certain limits, to act 
upon these recommendations as though they were legally binding decisions.° 

This transformation of the General Assembly into the politically dominant 
agency of the United Nations was possible only because at least two-thirds of 
the member states favored it. For if at least a two-thirds majority had not 
voted for the recommendations submitted to the General Assembly, that 
transformation would not have taken place. This two-thirds majority was the 
instrument which brought this transformation into being, which gave the trans- 
formation life as long as it supported it, and which determined its content and 
its strength. And it is upon the composition of that majority that the character 
of the transformation depended. 

The composition of the majority supporting the recommendations of the 
General Assembly underwent a drastic change with the admission of twenty 
new members in 1955-56. This date constitutes a turning point in the history 
of the United Nations, closing one phase and ushering in a new one. It can 
even be said that the United Nations which existed before that date was a 
different instrument of international government from the United Nations 
that existed afterwards, capable of performing different functions from those 
which the United Nations is able to perform today. The transformation the 
United Nations underwent did not stop with the shifting of the center of 
political decision from the Security Council to the General Assembly. It cre- 
ated within the General Assembly itself two different types of international 
organization, built upon two different kinds of majorities. 

The majority which carried the recommendations of the General Assem- 
bly until the end of 1956 had as its nucleus the United States, the nations of 
Western Europe, most members of the British Commonwealth, and _ the 
l.atin-American nations, amounting to thirty-nine votes. Around this nucleus 
other nations grouped themselves in ever changing configurations—some- 
times voting with the majority, sometimes against it, sometimes abstaining. 
Permanently excluded from it was the Soviet bloc, numbering five votes. Not 
only was this United Nations an international government conducted without 
the participation of the Soviet bloc, it was also an international government 


a 
sThe nature of these qualifications will be discussed on pages S17 ff. 
°It is worth recalling in this connection that in one isolated and in certain respects unique 
instance—the case of the Italian colonies—France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the 
United States agreed beforehand to accept the decision of the General Assembly as binding. 
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which opposed the Soviet bloc as the latter opposed it. It owed its very exis- 
tence, and found its main political and military purpose, in the opposition it 
offered to the Soviet bloc. In its purpose it could well be called a grand alli- 
ance directed against the Soviet bloc. 

Conceived as an instrument of great-power government against aggres- 
sion, whatever its source, the United Nations became, by dint of political 
necessity, an instrument of many powers, great and small, against the aggres- 
sion, actual and potential, emanating from an identified source. According to 
its Charter, the United Nations was to be a weapon against aggression in the 
abstract, any aggression anywhere. By the logic of political interest, it became 
a weapon against certain individual aggressors, identified as such by their 
deeds. Thus, when in March 1953 the Russian delegate to the General As- 
sembly, during the discussion of the report of the Collective Measures Com- 
mittee, declared that the Uniting for Peace Resolution and the work of the 
Committee were a plot fostered by the United States against the Soviet 
Union, he pointed in demagogic language to the fundamental change in the 
structure and purpose of the United Nations. And when the American dele- 
gate replied that the Resolution and the work of the Committee were not 
directed against “anyone,” but against aggression, he paid verbal tribute to 
the spirit of the Charter rather than to political reality, using the Charter as 
an ideological disguise for the reality of international politics. 

The increase in the membership of the United Nations from the original 
fifty to the present 158 members drastically changed the distribution of voting 
power in the General Assembly and, with it, the political functions the United 
Nations is able to perform through the General Assembly. The increase in 
membership led to three politically significant changes in the distribution of 
votes. The Western bloc lost its ability to marshal regularly a two-thirds ma- 
jority in support of resolutions directed against the Soviet bloc. The best the 
United States can hope for is to impose a veto upon objectionable resolutions 
by withholding the vote of its supporters from them. At best, the United 
States can still perform a negative task: prevent the use of the United Nations 
against its interests. But it can no longer count upon using the United Nations 
’ for the positive task of promoting its interests. 

While the influence of the United States within the United Nations has 
thus drastically declined, that of the Soviet bloc has increased. During the 
first postwar decade, the Soviet Union was in a virtually hopeless minority in 
both the Security Council and the General Assembly. In the Security Council 
it has been able, as we have seen, to protect itself against the consequences 
of being regularly outvoted through the use of the veto. In the General As- 
sembly it was unable as a rule to prevent resolutions objectionable to it from 
passing because it could count upon less than one-third of the members to 
support its position. Now the Soviet Union has a good chance to add to the 
votes of the members of its bloc the votes of a number of other nations, which 
votes together would amount to more than one-third of the membership and 
would thus place the Soviet Union in a position to prevent resolutions objec- 
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tionable to it from being passed. The representation of mainland China in the 
United Nations has not materially affected that chance since it and its sup- 
porters, while likely to take positions antagonistic to the Soviet Union, at 
present control but a few votes. 

This shift in the distribution of voting strength results from the fact that 
the massive increase in the membership of the United Nations primarily ben- 
efited nations belonging to the so-called Afro-Asian bloc. The Afro-Asian bloc 
comprises more than one-third of the membership of the United Nations. 
Thus, if it were to vote in unison, it could either exercise a veto on any 
resolution adverse to its interests or else, by joining either the American or 
the Soviet bloc, become the core of a working two-thirds majority. In reality, 
however, the Afro-Asian bloc has but rarely voted as a unit; its vote has typi- 
cally been split, with some members voting with the American, others with 
the Soviet bloc, and a very considerable number abstaining. Consequently, 
as concerns the ability of the United Nations to function politically through 
the General Assembly, the Afro-Asian bloc has thus far performed a negative 
function. By splintering its vote between them, it has strengthened the power 
of the American and Soviet blocs to oppose the will of a simple majority with 
the veto of more than one-third of the membership. As a result, the General 
Assembly has found it difficult to pass resolutions calling for substantive poli- 
cies more specific than opposition to the remnants of colonialism and racial 
discrimination, invitations to warring parties to cease firing and negotiate a 
settlement, and authorizations to the Secretary General to investigate, ob- 
serve, report, use his good offices, organize peace-keeping forces, and do 
what he deems necessary to restore peace and order. Thus the difficulty of 
two-thirds of the General Assembly to agree upon specific substantive policies 
resulted in the ascendancy of the Secretary General to the temporary emi- 
nence of chief executive officer of the United Nations. . 

The Charter intends the Secretary General to be “the chief administra- 
tive officer of the organization.” He “may bring to the attention of the Secu- 
rity Council any matter which in his opinion may threaten the maintenance 
of international peace and security.” And he “shall perform such other func- 
tions as are entrusted to him by (the) organs” of the United Nations. It is from 
this provision of the Charter that the new functions of the Secretary General 
as the apparent chief political agent of the United Nations derive. 

The new functions are intimately related to the impotence of the General 
Assembly, as the responsibility for action which the General Assembly has 
taken on is intimately related to the impotence of the Security Council. And 
one can go one step further and say that the responsibility for the settlement 
of political issues with which the United Nations as a whole had been bur- 
dened is a by-product of the inability of the nations directly concerned, es- 
pecially the great powers, to settle outstanding political issues among them- 
selves. So they charge the United Nations with finding a settlement. The 
members of the General Assembly, taking the place of the paralyzed Security 
Council, are no more able to agree on a settlement collectively than they 
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were when acting as individual nations. So they charged the Secretary Gen- 
eral with finding a solution. 

Thus the Secretary General became a kind of Prime Minister of the 
United Nations. By virtue of delegations of power, generally vague, by the 
Security Council or the General Assembly, his office took over political func- 
tions which the Security Council and the General Assembly themselves 
should have performed but were unable to. This transformation of the office 
owes much to the initiative and skill of Dag Hammarskjéld, who was Secre- 
tary General from 1953 to 1961. He transformed the United Nations, to use 
his own words, into “a dynamic instrument of governments.” He set out, to 
quote him again, “to create a new executive responsibility somewhere . . .” 
and “to help fill any vacuum that may appear in the systems which the 
Charter and traditional diplomacy provide for the safeguarding of peace and 
security.” Hammarskjéld even went beyond interpreting broadly the mandate 
he had received from the General Assembly or the Security Council and acted 
at times without any mandate at all and in the face of the explicit opposition 
of a member of the United Nations. Thus he established in 1959 a United 
Nations presence in Laos even though the Soviet Union had declared before- 
hand that it was opposed to his visit and specifically to his leaving a United 
Nations representative behind. Thus he decided in 1958 to enlarge the 
United Nations observer corps in Lebanon even though the Soviet Union had 
already vetoed an American proposal to enlarge it as well as a Japanese pro- 
posal that he should be given a free hand. 

This enlargement of the Secretary General's office into something ap- 
proaching a supranational political agency was bound not only to evoke the 
opposition of particular nations to particular measures taken by the Secretary 
General but also to pose in acute form the inner contradiction which has 
paralyzed all political international organizations: the contradiction between 
national sovereignty and the effectiveness of an international organization. 
The Soviet Union has consistently defended national sovereignty against en- 
croachments by international treaties and organizations and it as consistently 
opposed the stewardship of Hammarskjéld and his predecessor, Trygve Lie, 
‘as the embodiment of the supranational aspirations of the United Nations. 
When Charles DeGaulle came to power in 1958, the Soviet Union was joined 
by France. The Soviet Union tried to destroy the power of the Secretary 
General through the so-called troika proposal which would have replaced a 
single Secretary General with three officials of equal power acting in unison, 
one each representing the uncommitted nations, the Soviet, and the Western 
blocs. Had this proposal succeeded, the office of the Secretary General would 
have been subjected to the veto and would have been paralyzed by it as the 
veto has paralyzed the Security Council. When it failed, both the Soviet 
Union, France, and the nations supporting them found another instrument to 
halt and reverse the supranational trend of the United Nations. They found it 
in the issue of financial support for the peace-keeping measures recom- 
mended by the General Assembly. 


514 Peace Through Limitation 


Article 19 of the Charter provides that “a member of the United Nations 
which is in arrears in the payment of its financial contributions to the organi- 
zation shall have no vote in the General Assembly if the amount of its arrears 
equals or exceeds the amount of the contributions due from it for the preced- 
ing two full years.”” The Soviet Union was in that position on December 1, 
1964, France and a number of small nations were in it on January 1, 1965. 
The Soviet Union and France maintained, despite a contrary advisory opinion 
of the International Court of Justice, that they were not obligated to pay for 
peace-keeping measures which the General Assembly had voted. They argued 
that only the Security Council, in which the great-power veto protects them 
from being outvoted, was competent to order peace-keeping measures, such 
as those in the Gaza Strip and the Congo, which were authorized by a two- 
thirds majority of the General Assembly. 

If the provisions of the Charter had been applied, the Soviet Union 
would have been automatically deprived of its vote at the beginning of the 
1964 session and France and the other delinquent nations after January 1, 
1965. The United Nations would thus have asserted its authority even against 
great powers among its members. By doing so, it would have risked an open 
split within its ranks or even of defections from them. 

A number of member states were unwilling to take this risk and even the 
United States, while emphatic in words about its resolution to apply Article 
19, was unwilling to bring the issue ito the open by asserting the authority of 
the United Nations. Instead of voting, the General Assembly operated 
through “unanimous consensus,” that is, it transacted only that kind of busi- 
ness for which there was unanimous consent; and that consent was established 
not through formal votes in the Assembly hall but through informal! agree- 
ments in the lobby. And when, on the last day of the session, Albania tried 
to bring the issue into the open by moving that the General Assembly resume 
its ordinary voting procedure, that motion was voted down. In this vote the 
delinquent members participated—on the legally untenable ground that Ar- 
ticle 19 covers only substantive but not procedural votes. 

These legal positions and arguments are the mere surface manifestations 
of a conflict inherent in the very structure of the United Nations. It is the 
conflict between national sovereignty and effective international organization. 
These two concepts, as we have seen,’ are irreconcilable in theory and prac- 
tice. In the measure that an international organization is effective, it is bound 
to impair the freedom of action of its members, and in the measure that the 
member states assert their freedom of action, they impair the effectiveness of 
the international organization. The Charter itself testifies to that unresolved 
conflict by stressing, on the one hand, the “sovereign equality’ of al] member 
states and, on the other, assigning to the permanent members of the Security 
Council a privileged position amounting to a limited world government. 


7S$ee above pp. 338 ff. 
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The defenders of national sovereignty and opponents of a strong United 
Nations won a definitive victory when in 1965 the General Assembly decided 
to forgo the enforcement of Article 19 of the Charter and to accept the prin- 
ciple of voluntary contributions to peace-keeping measures of the United Na- 
tions. This victory amounts to a veritable counterrevolution against the 
United Nations as it had developed by virtue of the extra-constitutional de- 
velopments outlined above. This decision nullified these extra-constitutional 
developments of almost two decades. It returned the United Nations to the 
original intentions of the Charter. 

That means in practice that the Security Council becomes again the chief 
executive organ, still threatened with paralysis by the veto and by the expan- 
sion of its membership from eleven to fifteen, that the General Assembly is 
reduced essentially to a debating society debilitated by the massive influx of 
mini-states whose collective voting strength is out of proportion to their actual 
power, and that the Secretary General is stripped of the executive power 
which the General Assembly had bestowed upon him. That is to say, the 
Security Council is powerless, the General Assembly is powerless, and the 
Secretary General is powerless. The United Nations has ceased to be an ef- 
fective international organization. As Secretary General U Thant put it in a 
speech on March 22, 1965: 


We are witnessing today, I feel, a definite reversal of the slow progress the 
United Nations has made toward stability and world peace. A further drift in this 
direction, if not arrested in time, will mark the close of a chapter of great expec- 
tations and the heralding of a new chapter in which the world organization will 
provide merely a debating forum and nothing else. 


Only the future can tell whether there exist now sufficient communities of 
interest among the permanent members of the Security Council to allow it to 
operate according to the intentions of the Charter and whether there exists 
now among the members of the General Assembly a sufficient awareness of 
their interest in a strong United Nations to restore to the General Assembly 
the power it once possessed. 

The decline of the powers of the Secretary General is the result not only 
of the opposition from within the United Nations to which we have referred, 
but also of the congenital weakness of his office. Parties to a political conflict 
can be induced by outsiders to agree on a peaceful settlement by four meth- 
ods, employed alternately or simultaneously: they can be threatened with dis- 
advantages expected to outweigh the advantages to be gained from continuing 
the conflict; they can be promised advantages greater than those to be ex- 
pected from seeing the conflict through to a successful conclusion; they can 
be persuaded by rational arguments pointing to the advantages and disadvan- 
tages to be expected and to the intentions and capabilities of the other side 
and of interested third parties; they can be helped in taking the last small step 
toward the consummation of a settlement already achieved in substance 
through the elaboration of a face-saving and technically satisfactory formula. 
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Of these four devices, the first two tower in importance over the two others, 
which perform essentially subsidiary functions. It is the measure of the weak- 
ness of the Secretary General's position as a political agent that he is almost 
completely deprived of the two most potent instruments of conciliation, threat 
and promise, and limited to the use of rational persuasion and formulation of 
agreements already substantially attained. 

The weakness of the General Assembly, as presently composed, then, is 
reflected in the weakness of the Secretary General. Both can talk, explain, 
and formulate, but neither can at present put a hand on that lever of threats 
and promises which is the very soul of political action. The temporary emi- 
nence of the Secretary General was but a function of his personality and of 
the General Assembly's embarrassment at being called upon to act without 
being able to. When Secretary General Kurt Waldheim sought to free the 
hostages in Iran, he was met first by hostility from their captors and thereafter 
by criticism from Americans for his failure. And a call to action addressed to 
the General Assembly is in turn but the great powers’ cry of despair at being 
unable to settle among themselves issues which, as long as they remain un- 
settled, carry within themselves the threat of war. Thus the actions of the 
Secretary General, like the resolutions of the General Assembly, are not so 
much harbingers of recovery, let alone a cure for the disease, as symptoms of 
its intractability. Yet they can also have the effect of sedatives for jangled 
nerves and of medication which prevents existing wounds from opening 
still wider. This is indeed the contribution which the United Nations is 
at present able to make to the peaceful settlement of international 
disputes. 

The General Assembly is, at any rate for the time being, in the position 
in which the Security Council found itself from the very beginning: it is un- 
able to act for the reason that the majority required by the Charter is lacking. 
Yet, while the Security Council was paralyzed from the outset by the foresee- 
able and almost automatic use of the veto by the Soviet Union, the paralysis 
of the General Assembly has been the result of a dynamic process which can 
be broken down into three phases: disintegration of the two-thirds majority 
led by the United States, the vain attempt by the two superpowers to fashion 
a two-thirds majority in support of their respective policies, and the attempt 
by the two superpowers to minimize the voting support of the other side, an 
action which U.N. Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick in the Reagan administra- 
tion described as primarily one of forestalling action by others. This continual 
search for votes, or at least abstentions, has become one of the main preoc- 
cupations of the great powers in the General Assembly. Out of it, a new 
diplomatic procedure has developed, the significance of which is twofold. It 
forces the great powers to defer, at least in the formulation of their policies, 
to the preferences of the smal] member nations and thereby blunts the sharp 
edges of international conflict. It provides the nations concerned with an op- 
portunity to shift the apparent responsibility for unpleasant decisions to the 
United Nations and thereby acts as a face-saving and shock-absorbing device. 
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The exceptions have been the tenures of Ambassadors Kirkpatrick and Moy- 
nihan, both of whom chose to formulate and defend American policy in the 
United Nations in confrontational terms. 


New Procedures 


The powerful nation which needs for the successful execution of its policies 
the support of small nations can follow one of two courses of action. It can 
resort to the traditional method of diplomacy and bring its superior power 
directly to bear upon the weaker nations. In this way dependencies are estab- 
lished and alliances are formed. However, a powerful nation which tries to 
gain support for its policies through the United Nations General Assembly 
cannot rely upon its superior power alone. Superior power avails it nothing if 
it is unable to attract the number of votes sufficient for the purposes of its 
policy. Thus it must pursue a different course of action, which is determined 
by the procedures of the General Assembly. These procedures and the new 
United Nations diplomacy which has developed form them tend to diminish 
the distinction between great and small nations, since all of them have but 
one vote. 

If a great power had only the task of fashioning an alliance with the tech- 
niques of traditional diplomacy, it would select the members of that alliance 
primarily in view of the power they could add to it. Yet the task of the new 
United Nations diplomacy is not so much to build an alliance with a maximum 
of political and military power as to form a majority with a maximum of voting 
strength. In the General Assembly, India’s vote counts for as much as Ice- 
land's, and Qatar's is as valuable as Great Britain’s. The most powerful mem- 
ber of an alliance can afford to disregard the preferences of small states whose 
power counts for nothing, making concessions only to those whose power 
counts. The most powerful member of a majority in the process of formation 
must heed the wishes of even the weakest nation whose vote is needed. For 
this reason, some U.N. Ambassadors of the United States, including Adlai 
Stevenson, Charles Yost, William Scranton, and Donald McHenry, are best 
remembered for their patient efforts in the corridors and cloak rooms seeking 
support for U.S. policies. 

It stands to reason that the power of the big nation is still felt, as is the 
weakness of the small one; for the former speaks in the persuasive voice of 
power to which the latter can reply only in the whisper of weakness. Yet 
while power and weakness still count in the new United Nations diplomacy, 
they do not count for as much as they do in the traditional one. Here lies the 
important distinction between the techniques of traditional and United Na- 
tions diplomacy: the latter is compelled to persuade where the former could 
afford not to care. Thus a great power must present the issues to be voted on 
in terms acceptable to the members whose votes are needed. This necessity 
involves a dual transformation of the measure from what it would be were it 
to serve exclusively the purposes of the great power. 
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First of all, the measure must be presented in language reflecting the 
common interests of the prospective members of the two-thirds majority 
rather than the interests of a particular nation or more limited group of na- 
tions. This linguistic transformation may frequently amount to no more than 
the ideological justification and rationalization of national policies in terms of 
supranational ones. Yet the constant use of a certain terminology, not only for 
purposes of propaganda, but in the give and take of political transactions, may 
well exert a subtle inuence upon the substance of the transactions them- 
selves. For the language constantly used will create in the participants to the 
transaction expectations to which the transaction somehow must conform or 
from which, at the very least, it cannot completely deviate. 

Thus a foreign policy with which a certain nation or limited group of 
nations is completely identified and for which the broad support of two-thirds 
of the General Assembly is sought may well undergo a subtle change if, for 
the purpose of gaining such broad support, it is constantly presented in su- 
pranational terms. Such a change would hardly ever go so far as to run 
counter to the objectives and methods envisaged by the original national pol- 
icy. Yet it may well result in the blunting of the sharp edges of a national 
policy, its retreat from an advanced position, and its reformulation and adap- 
tation in the light of the supranational principles embodied in the language of 
the resolution. The more experienced U.N. diplomats have gained recogni- 
tion for their skill in drawing other nations to their side by trimming and 
adjusting their own policies to accord with those of an emerging majority of 
states. 

The same result will be directly and almost inevitably achieved in the 
course of the negotiations by which a two-thirds majority in support of the 
resolution is formed. The divergence of interests, capabilities, and points of 
view among the members whose support is sought necessitates a search fora 
common denominator, which is bound to be below the maximum desired by 
the originator of the national policy. How far below that maximum the mea- 
sure enacted by the General Assembly is going to be will depend in part upon 
the skill with which different nations make use of the new methods of United 
Nations diplomacy. In large measure, however, the distribution of material 
power between the nations seeking support for a policy and the nations whose 
support is sought will decide the extent to which the former must give way 
in order to gain that support. For the nations that can afford to do so will use 
their power as a lever through which to gain concessions and avoid making 
them. It is here that old and new diplomacy merge. 

Yet the United Nations presents two great inducements for making 
concessions, at least in the formulation of policies: it is at present powerless 
to act, and it speaks with a voice which pretends and appears to be, and 
within certain limits actually is, different from that of the great powers. Thus 
nations in conflict with each other can afford to do vis-a-vis the United Na- 
tions what they think they cannot afford to do in their relations with each 
other— make concessions in the formulation, if not the substance, of their 
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respective policies. The United Nations of the Charter was born of the illusion 
that peace among the great powers was assured; the new United Nations owes 
its existence to the reality of the conflicts among them. 

The contribution the new United Nations is able to make to the preser- 
vation of peace is, then, bound to be radically different from that which the 
United Nations of the Charter was supposed to make. There is no evidence 
to show that the United Nations has prevented any war. There is, however; 
unmistakable evidence to show that it has materially contributed to the short- 
ening of five wars: in Indonesia in 1949, in Palestine in 1949, in Egypt in, 
1956 and 1973, and in Kashmir in 1965. It has been able to achieve these. 
results because, as envisaged by the Charter, the great powers had a common 
interest in shortening these wars, or at least none of them had an interest in 
prolonging them. In similar circumstances the United Nations might be able 
to perform again a similar function of shortening the duration of a war. 

The very fact that the Western alliance still dwells together with the 
Soviet bloc in the virtually empty frame devised by the Charter is not without 
significance for the ability of the United Nations to contribute to the preser- 
vation of peace. For as long as the two blocs co-exist within the same inter- 
national organization, with uncommitted nations floating back and forth be- 
tween them, the claim of the United Nations of the Charter to universality 
and the maintenance of peace among all nations, great and small, is still alive. 
And there persists also the opportunity of personal contacts between repre- | 
sentatives of East and West, which can be used unobtrusively for the mitiga- 
tion or settlement of conflicts. In the 1960's and the latter part of the 1970's, 
the United States because of the policies of given administrations and the 
personalities of the Ambassadors was rather successful in its use of informal 
channels of diplomacy. At other times, including the early 1980's, American 
representatives have used the United Nations more as a sounding board for 
proclaiming American foreign policies. In one exchange, the American rep- 
resentative invited members who differed with the United States to leave and 
“to sail off into the sunset.” 

The contribution the United Nations can make to the preservation of 
peace, notwithstanding the harsh rhetoric by American, Soviet, and third 
world representatives, would appear to lie in taking advantage of the oppor-. 
tunity that the co-existence of the two blocs in the same international organi- 
zation provides for the unobtrusive use of the techniques of traditional diplo- 
macy. The United Nations would then become, so to speak, the new setting 
for the old techniques of diplomacy. As the Secretary General put it in his 
Annual Report of 1955: 


We have only begun to make use of the real possibilities of the United Nations 
as the most representative instrument for the relaxation of tensions, for the less- 
ening of distrust and misunderstanding, and for the discovery and delineation of 
new areas of common ground and interest. . . . Conference diplomacy may use- 
fully be supplemented by more quiet diplomacy within the United N ations, 
whether directly between representatives of Member Governments or in contacts 
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between the Secretary-General and Member Governments. . . . Within the 
framework of the Charter there are many possibilities, as yet largely unexplored, 
for variation of practices. . . . It is my hope that solid progress can be made in 
the coming years in developing new forms of contact, new methods of delibera- 
tion and new techniques of reconciliation. With only slight adjustments, discus- 
sions of major issues of a kind that have occurred outside the United Nations 
could often be fitted into its framework, thus at the same time adding to the 
strength of the world organization and drawing strength from it. 


“The greatest need,” to quote the introduction to the Secretary General's 
Annual Report of 1957, 


. . today is to blunt the edges of conflict among the nations, not to sharpen 
them. If properly used, the United Nations can serve a diplomacy of reconcilia- 
tion better than other instruments available to the member states. All the varied 
interests and aspirations of the world meet in its precincts upon the common 
ground of the Charter. Conflicts may persist for long periods without an agreed 
solution and groups of states may actively defend special and regional interests. 
Nevertheless, and in spite of temporary developments in the opposite direction 
under the influence of acute tension, the tendency in the United Nations is to 
wear away, or break down, differences, thus helping toward solutions which ap- 
proach the common interest and application of the principles of the Charter. 


The new United Nations is a child of the Cold War, born of the conflict 
between East and West. The United Nations of the Charter is a ruin, rent 
asunder by the conflict between East and West. Like the conflict between 
Great Britain and Russia within the Holy Alliance, like the conflict between 
Great Britain and France within the League of Nations, so the conflict be- 
tween the United States and the Soviet Union within the United Nations 
resolves itself into diametrically opposed standards of judgment and action, 
which virtually incapacitate the international organization to act at all in polit- 
ical matters. 

Experience has shown that the attempt to use the United Nations for the 
purpose of forcing agreement upon either of the superpowers is futile and 
only aggravates the disagreement. The Charter enables the United Nations— 
that is, the United States and the Soviet Union acting in unison—to prevent 
wars among the other nations. Built upon the foundation of the United States 
and the Soviet Union acting as one, the United Nations of the Charter is 
constitutionally unable to prevent a war between them, and the new United 
Nations can at best make only a modest contribution to its prevention. Yet 
such a war threatens the United States, the Soviet Union, and all mankind. 
For its prevention we must look elsewhere than to the United Nations. 
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The World State 


Our investigation of the problem of international peace has left us with two 
conclusions: no attempt to solve the problem of international peace by limit- 
_ ing the national aspirations for power has succeeded, and none could have 
succeeded under the conditions of the modern state system. What, then, ac- 
counts for the instability of peace and order in the relations among states, and 
what accounts for their relative stability within states? In other words, what 
factor making for peace and order exists within national societies which is 
lacking on the international scene? The answer seems obvious— it is the state 
itself: 

National societies owe their peace and order to the existence of a state 
which, endowed with supreme power within the national territory, keeps 
peace and order. This was indeed the doctrine of Hobbes, who argued that 
without such a state national societies would resemble the international scene 
and the war “of every man against every man”! would be the universal con- 
dition of mankind. From this premise it was logically inevitable to conclude 
that peace and order among nations would be secure only within a world state 
comprising all the nations of the earth. Since the breakdown of the universal 
order, of the Middle Ages, this conclusion has been advanced from time to 
time. 

The experience of two world wars within a quarter of a century and the 
prospects of a third one to be fought with nuclear weapons have imparted to 
the idea of a world state an unprecedented urgency. What is needed, so the 
argument runs, in order to save the world from self-destruction is not limita- 
tion of the exercise of national sovereignty through international obligations 
and institutions, but the transference of the sovereignties of individual nations 
to a world authority, which would be as sovereign over the individual nations 
as the individual nations are sovereign within their respective territories. Re- 
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forms within the international society have failed and were bound to fail. 
What is needed, then, is a radical transformation of the existing international 
society of sovereign nations into a supranational community of individuals. 

The argument rests upon an analogy with national societies. It is, there- 
fore, our first task to find out how peace and order are preserved in national 
societies. 


CONDITIONS OF DOMESTIC PEACE 


Peace among social groups within the nation reposes upon a dual foundation: 
the disinclination of the members of society to break the peace and their 
inability to break the peace if they should be so inclined. Individuals will be 
unable to break the peace if overwhelming power makes an attempt to break 
it a hopeless undertaking. They will be disinclined to break the peace under 
two conditions. On the one hand, they must feel loyalties to society as a whole 
which surpass their loyalties to any part of it. On the other hand, they must, 
be able to expect from society at least an approximation of justice through a. 
modicum of satisfaction for their demands. The presence of these three con- 
ditions—overwhelming force, suprasectional loyalties, expectation of jus- 
tice—makes peace possible within nations. The absence of these conditions. 
on the international scene evokes the danger of war. 

What are the factors that make for the presence of these conditions? And: 
what is the role the state plays in this respect? A closer consideration of the 
interplay of social forces that make for peace within the nation will help us to 
answer these questions. . 


Suprasectional Loyalties 


National societies are composed of a multiplicity of social groups. Some of 
these are antagonistic to each other in the sense that their respective claims 
are mutually exclusive. That mutual exclusiveness of opposing claims is par- 
ticularly obvious in the economic sphere, where one group may demand a 
share in the economic product which another group refuses to grant. This 
problem of the distribution of the economic product is only a spectacular in- 
stance of a ubiquitous social phenomenon. Political parties, religious denom- 
inations, racial groups, regions, and localities meet in similar contests. How 
are those conflicts being prevented from degenerating into violence? 

First of all, citizen A, who as a member of economic group E1 opposes 
citizen B as a member of another economic group E2, is unable to identify 
himself completely with E1 and give it his undivided loyalties. He is unable 
to do so for three reasons. 

A is not only a member of E], but also of the religious group R, the 
political group P, and the ethnic and cultural group C. All these groups make 
demands on his allegiance; and if he wants to do justice to all of them, he 
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cannot identify himself completely with any. While he acts as a member of 
E1, he cannot forget that he also has responsibilities to R. While he throws 
himself into the struggle for the objectives of P, he cannot help being mindful 
of what he owes to C. This pluralism of domestic groupings and conflicts, 
then, tends to impress upon the participants the relativity of their interests 
and loyalties and thus to mitigate the clashes of different groups. This plural- 
ism brings about, as it were, an economy in the intensity of identification, 
which must be spread wide in order to give every group and conflict its share. 

Furthermore, while A as a member of E1 opposes B as a member of E2, 
he might find himself in another respect on the same side of the fence with 
B, both being members of P. In other words, A and B are enemies in the 
economic sphere, yet they are friends in politics. They are opposed to each 
other economically, yet they are united politically. A and B are also members 
of religious, ethnic, and regional groups, and so forth, and both of them may 
have similar relations of conflict and association with any number of members 
of these groups. A, then, is not only at the same time identified with a plu- 
_rality of different social groups, but he is also, as a member of these different 
groups, simultaneously the friend and foe of any number of his fellows, in so 
far as they belong to different groups of which he is either a member or an 
opponent. 

This plural role of friend and opponent which A plays with regard to a 
number of his fellows imposes restraints upon him as both a friend and a foe. 
He cannot identify himself completely with his political friends who are also 
his economic opponents without the risk of losing the struggle for economic 
advantage. He cannot push the struggle for economic advantage to extremes 
without losing the political support he needs as a member of the political 
group. If A wants to be economic opponent and political friend at the same 
time, he must take care to be both within such limits that one does not get 
in the way of the other. Thus the overlapping of social roles played by differ- 
ent members of society tends to neutralize conflicts and to restrain them 
within such limits as to enable the members of society to play their different 
roles at the same time. 

Finally, A and B are not only members of contending economic groups 
and have not only identical political affiliations, not to speak of all the other 
social groupings to which they belong, but by definition they are also mem- 
bers of the same national society. They partake of the same language, the 
same customs, the same historic recollections, the same fundamental social 
and political philosophy, the same national symbols. They read the same 
newspapers, listen to the same radio programs, observe the same holidays, 
and worship the same heroes. Above all, they compare their own nation with 
other nations and realize how much more they have in common with each 
other than with members of the other nations. More particularly, they are 
convinced that the national characteristics they have in common are superior 
in all important respects, especially those of morality, to the qualities of those 
who belong to a different nation. Thus A and B come to feel not only that 
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they belong to the same national family, but also that because of that family 
relation they have something very precious in common, something that en- 
hances their worth and makes them “better” men in every important respect 
in comparison with outsiders. 

The self-respect of A and B, as well as the esteem in which they hold 
each other, is intimately connected with their membership in the same na- 
tional community. Their intellectual convictions and moral valuations derive 
from that membership. How that membership gives vicarious satisfaction to 
their power drives has already been related in detail.* The loyalties with 
which they cling to the nation are more than the mere repayment of a debt 
of gratitude for benefits received. They are the very conditions of those ben- 
efits. It is only by being faithful to the nation, by adhering to it as to the 
fountainhead of all earthly goods, by identifying one’s self with it that one will 
experience as one’s own the security of belonging, the exultation of national 
pride, the triumphs of the Fatherland in the competition with other nations. 
Thus protection of the nation against destruction from without and disruption 
from within is the overriding concern of all citizens. Likewise, loyalty to the 
nation is a paramount commitment of all citizens. Nothing can be tolerated 
that might threaten the coherence of the nation. Interests, ideas, and loyalties 
which might not be compatible with the concern for the unity of the nation 
must yield to that concern. 

This concern imposes an ever present limitation upon the kind of issues 
which will be allowed to separate A and B and places ever present restraints 
upon the methods by which A and B fight these issues out. Whatever the 
stakes of their conflicts, they will not raise the issue of national] unity itself. 
Whatever methods A and B may employ in order to settle the conflict on 
their own terms, they will not resort to measures that might put the coher- | 
ence of the nation itself in jeopardy. All conflicts within a nation are thus 
limited as to objectives pursued and means employed. They are, as it were, 
embedded within the densely woven fabric of the national community which 
keeps them within bounds. In conjunction with the pluralism and overlapping 
of sectional loyalties, it is the limiting and restraining influence of national 
loyalties that constitutes the first of the three factors that make for peace 
within the nation. 


Expectation of Justice 


How do national societies create the expectation on the part of hostile social 
groups that none of their claims will be completely ignored, but that ali have 
a chance for at least partial satisfaction? How are all contending groups en- 
abled to expect at least an approximation of justice from the national society 
to which they belong? 
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In national societies the problem of justice is posed on two levels. One 
is the level of general principles shared by society as a whole; the other is the 
level of specific claims advanced by particular groups. On the level of general 
principles no threat to the peace arises, for all are agreed upon the general 
principles by which the common good of society is defined. Principles such 
as democracy, social justice, equality, and freedom of speech do not give rise 
to conflicts endangering the peace of society so long as they remain in the 
realm of abstractions defining the ultimate goal of society's collective endeav- 
ors. 

These abstractions, however, become potent weapons in social conflicts 
when seized upon by social groups that advance their conflicting claims in the 
name of these principles. These olaims confront society with its supreme chal- 
lenge. Society may be able to disregard the claims of small and weak groups 
without endangering its peace. Its social cohesion and monopoly of organized 
violence are strong enough to keep the resentment and disaffection of such 
small and weak groups from turning openly against the social order. Yet so- 
ciety cannot afford to remain deaf to the claims for justice of large and poten- 
tially powerful groups without inviting the risk of revolution and civil war; 
that is, without endangering its peace and its very survival as an integrated 
whole. 

It is here that the intricate mechanism of peaceful change comes into 
play, giving all groups a chance to submit their claims for justice to the arbit- 
rament of public opinion, of elections, of parliamentary votes, of examination 
boards, and the like. We have already sketched the workings of these mech- 
anisms in another context and refer the reader to it.‘ These mechanisms guide 
the conflicting claims of social groups into peaceful channels by giving them a 
chance to make themselves heard and to compete with each other for recog- 
nition according to rules binding upon all. Under the conditions of these con- 
tests, no group can be sure to prevail in the long run, but all groups can rely 
upon the chance of taking at one time or another some forward steps toward 
the attainment of justice. 


Overwhelming Power 


The third factor in preserving peace within national societies is the over- 
whelming power with which society can nip in the bud al] attempts at dis- 
turbing the peace. This overwhelming power manifests itself in two different 
ways: in the form of material force as a monopoly of organized violence, and 
in the form of irresistible social pressure. 

The power that is at the disposal of society in the form of a monopoly of 
organized violence is set apart by two characteristics from any other form of 
violence, especially the one we encounter in the international sphere. 
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The organized violence of national societies is in some measure neutral 
with regard to the conflicting claims of social groups so long as they remain 
within the limits of the law and avail themselves of peaceful means. The lib- 
eral doctrine of the nineteenth century held that the organized violence of 
society was completely neutral, standing above the turmoil of conflicting in- 
terests, ready to enforce the law against whoever had violated it. Against that 
doctrine Marxism claims that the organized violence of society is nothing but 
the weapon with which the ruling class maintains its rule over the exploited 
masses. Actually, the compulsory organization of society cannot be completely 
neutral, for, as we have seen,* the legal order it enforces is not completely 
neutral and cannot help favoring the status quo to which it owes its existence. 
If challenged, the status quo can count upon the support of the compulsory | 
organization of society. 

It is, however, the peculiar characteristic of the compulsory organization 
of society that it has a bias in favor of the status quo, but in large measure not 
a bias in favor of any particular status quo. The compulsory organization of 
American society has defended the status quo of 1800, of 1900, of 1932, and 
of 1940. The compulsory organization of British society has supported in 
succession the status quo of feudalism, capitalism, and socialism. Yet it may 
be that a particular status quo is offensive to the fundamental moral convic- 
tions and the vital interests of a considerable portion of the population and 
that a considerable fraction of the enforcement agents sympathize with their 
uncompromising opposition to the status quo. In such a case, the legal order 
embodying the status quo will not be enforced. In the United States, the 
constitutional background of the Civil War and the fate of prohibition illus- 
trate that case. 

The other characteristic peculiar to the compulsory organization of na- 
tional societies is the scarcity of its collective action. As a rule, the compulsory 
organization of national societies maintains peace and order only against indi- 
vidual lawbreakers. It is a rare exception for it to oppose as a collective force 
another collectivity that threatens to disturb the peace. The use of force in 
labor disputes is the outstanding example of this kind. Normally, the very 
existence, in the hands of society, of a monopoly of organized violence, ready 
to intervene in case of need, deters collective disturbances of domestic peace. 
The very fact of its existence makes it unnecessary for the compulsory orga- 
nization of society to act. . 

Aside from this factor and probably surpassing it in importance is the 
enormous unorganized pressure society exerts upon its members to keep the 
peace. A group, in order to be able to escape that pressure, would have to 
erect within the very framework of the national society a social structure of 
its own, more integrated, more compelling, and commanding higher loyalties 
than the national society in whose midst it dwells. In our times, the intensity 
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of nationalism, its transformation into the political religion of nationalistic uni- 
versalism, the ubiquity of the modern mass media of communications, and 
their control by a small and relatively homogeneous group have multiplied 
and magnified the social pressures that in national societies tend to keep dis- 
senting groups within the bounds of law and peace. 


The Role of the State 


What is the contribution of the state to the maintenance of domestic peace? 
“State” is but another name for the compulsory organization of society—for 
the legal order that determines the conditions under which society may em- 
ploy its monopoly of organized violence for the preservation of order and 
peace. When we have spoken in the preceding pages of the compulsory or- 
ganization and of the legal order of society we have really spoken of the state. 
Its functions for the maintenance of domestic peace are threefold: (1) The 
state provides the legal continuity of the national society. It thus enables the 
individual to experience the nation as a continuum in time and space, as a 
personality in whose name men act, who demands and receives services and 
bestows benefits, to whom one can feel personal loyalties that are felt toward 
few other social groups except the family and the church. (2) The state pro- 
vides most of the institutionalized agencies and processes of social change. (3) 
The state provides the agencies for the enforcement of its laws. 

It remains for us to determine how important the state’s contribution to 
domestic peace is. The answer to this question is twofold. The state’s contri- 
bution to domestic peace is indispensable, but it is not in itself sufficient. 
Without the state's contribution there can be no domestic peace, but with 
nothing but the state’s contribution there can be no domestic peace either. 

That there can be no domestic peace without the state is already implicit 
in what we have said about the problems of power, of the balance of power, 
and of sovereignty. Hostile social groups will use whatever means are at their 
disposal for the purpose of gaining the objectives they consider vital to them- 
selves. If such social groups control the means of physical violence, as sover- 
‘ eign states do in their mutual relations, they will use them in two different 
ways. They will either exert pressure upon their opponents by displaying 
what they consider to be their superiority, or they will employ them for the 
destruction of the opponent’s means of physical violence. In either alternative 
the purpose of physical violence is the breaking of the opponent’s will to resist 
the demands of the other side. 

The history of national societies shows that no political, religious, eco- 
nomic, or regional group has been able to withstand for long the temptation 
to advance its claims by violent means if it thought it could do so without too 
great a risk. However strongly the other social factors might have supported 
the cause of peace, their effectiveness did not long survive the promise of a 
speedy and definitive victory which violence holds out to its possessor. Thus 
national societies have disintegrated and have split into a number of smaller 
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units, either temporarily or permanently, whenever the state was incapable 
of maintaining its monopoly of organized violence and of using effectively 
whatever means of violence it retained for the purpose of maintaining peace 
and securing its own survival. ; 

Since whoever is able to use violence will use it if the stakes seem to 
justify its use, a social agency is needed strong enough to prevent that use. 
Society might find substitutes for the legal unity the state conveys to it in 
time and space and for the agencies for social change through which the state 
regulates the dynamics of the social processes. Society has no substitute for 
the power of the Leviathan whose very presence, towering above contending 
groups, keeps their conflicts within peaceful bounds. 

The state is indispensable for the maintenance of domestic peace; such is 

the true message of Hobbes’s philosophy. Yet the state by itself cannot main- * 
tain domestic peace; such is the great omission of Hobbes’s philosophy. That 
the power of the state is essential, but not sufficient, to keep the peace of 
national societies is demonstrated by the historic experience of civil wars. If 
there had been only few of them over a long period of history, they might be 
disregarded as exceptions to the rule. However, of a total of two hundred and 
seventy-eight wars fought between 1480 and 1941, seventy-eight—28 per 
cent of the total— were civil wars. In the period from 1840 to 1941, the ratio 
between civil and international wars was, with eighteen of the former and 
sixty of the latter, approximately one to three. For the period between 1800 
and 1941, the figures are twenty-eight civil and eighty-five international wars, 
the ratio being almost exactly one to three.* Concerning the costliness of civil 
wars, Quincy Wright observes:“Civil wars such as the French Huguenot wars 
of the sixteenth century, the British War of the Roses of the fifteenth century 
and the Civil War of the seventeenth century, the Thirty Years’ War from the 
standpoint of Germany, the Peninsula War from the standpoint of Spain, the 
American Civil War, and the Chinese Taiping Rebellion were costly both in 
lives and in economic losses far in excess of contemporary international 
wars. 
The frequency and destructiveness of civil wars demonstrate that the ex- 
istence of the state does not assure the preservation of domestic peace. The 
reason lies in the nature of the state itself. The state is not the artificial crea- 
tion of a constitutional convention, conceived in the image of some abstract 
principles of government and superimposed upon whatever society might ex- 
ist. On the contrary, the state is part of the society from which it has sprung, 
and prospers and decays as society prospers and decays. The state, far from 
being a thing apart from society, is created by society. 

The peace of a society whose intergroup conflicts are no longer limited, 
restrained, and neutralized by overriding loyalties, whose processes of social 
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change no longer sustain the expectation of justice in all the major groups, 
and whose unorganized forces of compulsion are no longer sufficient to im- 
pose conformity upon these groups—the peace of such a society cannot be 
saved by the state, however strong. The forces of destruction arising within 
society in the form of class, racial, religious, regional, or purely political strug- 
gles will erupt in revolutions, coups d‘état, and civil wars. The state does not 
stand apart from these conflagrations as a fire department stands apart from 
fires, ready to extinguish them when they break out. The state is inevitably 
involved in these conflagrations in a dual sense. On the one hand, the state 
is the prime target of revolution, against which it must defend itself through 
the use of force. On the other hand, the dissensions that disrupt society also 
split its compulsory organization, the state. The state, then, will either cease 
to operate as one body, its discordant parts will join the warring groups in 
society at large, and the unity of the state will dissolve in civil war, or else— 
and this is more likely in our time in view of the monopoly of effective power 
which modern technology gives to the state—the issues that divide the peo- 
ple will be fought out not by the people at large, but through internecine 
struggles within the organization of the state in the form of coups d’état, con- 
spiracies, and purges.® 


THE PROBLEM OF THE WORLD STATE 


Our analysis of the problem of domestic peace has shown that the argument 
of the advocates of the world state is unanswerable: There can be no perma- 
nent international peace without a state coextensive with the confines of the 
political world. The question to which we now must direct our attention con- 
cerns the manner in which a world state can be created. 


Two Schools of Thought 


In the first chapter of his Considerations on Representative Government, John 
‘ Stuart Mill faced the same problem with respect to particular forms of gov-. 
ernment. The two “conflicting conceptions of what political institutions are” 
which Mill found to be at the basis of all discussions of his problem determine 
also the discussions of how to create a world state. By one school of thought, 


. . government is conceived as strictly a practical art, giving rise to no ques- 
tions but those of means and an end. Forms of government are assimilated to any 
other expedients for the attainment of human objects. They are regarded as 
wholly an affair of invention and contrivance. Being made by man, it is assumed 
that man has the choice either to make them or not, and how or on what pattern 
they shall be made. . . . To find the best form of government; to persuade others 
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that it is the best; and having done so, to stir them up to insist on having it, is- 
the order of ideas in the minds of those who adopt this view of political philoso- 
phy. They look upon a constitution in the same light (difference of scale being 
allowed for) as they would upon a steam plough, or a threshing machine. | 


other school of thought regards government 


- . . aS a sort of spontaneous product, and the science of government as a branch 
(so to speak) of natural history. According to them, forms of government are not 
a matter of choice. We must take them, in the main, as we find them. Covern- 
ments cannot be constructed by premeditated design. They “are not made, but 
grow.” . . . The fundamental political institutions of a people are considered by 
this school as a sort of organic growth from the nature and life of that people: a 
product of their habits, instincts, and unconscious wants and desires, scarcely at. 
all of their deliberate purposes. Their will has had no part in the matter but that 
of meeting the necessities of the moment by the contrivances of the moment, 
which contrivances, if in sufficient conformity to the national feelings and char- 
acter, commonly last, and by successive aggregation constitute a polity, suited to 
the people who possess it, but which it would be vain to attempt to superduce 
upon any people whose nature and circumstances had not spontaneously evolved 
it. 


Mill took his stand between the extremes of these two doctrines, availing 


himself “of the amount of truth which exists in either.” On the one hand, 


- . . political institutions . . . are the work of men; owe their origin and their 
whole existence to human will... . 

On the other hand, it is also to be borne in mind that political machinery 
does not act of itself. As it is first made, so it has to be worked, by men, and 
even by ordinary men. It needs not their simple acquiescence, but their active 
participation; and must be adjusted to the capacities and qualities of such men as 
are available. This implies three conditions. The people for whom the form of 
government is intended must be willing to accept it; or at least not so unwilling 
as to oppose an insurmountable obstacle to its establishment. They must be will- 
ing and able to do what is necessary to keep it standing. And they must be willing 
and able to do what it requires of them to enable it to fulfil its purposes. . . . 
They must be capable of fulfilling the conditions of action, and the conditions of 
self-restraint, which are necessary either for keeping the established polity in 
existence, or for enabling it to achieve the ends, its conduciveness to which forms 
its recommendation. 

The failure of any of these conditions renders a form of government, what- 
ever favourable promise it may otherwise hold out, unsuitable to the particular 
case. 


The Triple Test of Popular Support 


This triple test devised for specific forms of government may well be applied 
to the world state. Are the peoples of the world willing to accept world gov- 
ernment, or are they at least not so unwilling as to erect an insurmountable 
obstacle to its establishment? Would they be willing and able to do what is 
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necessary to keep world government standing? Would they be willing and 
able to do or refrain from doing what world government requires of them so 
that it may fulfill its purposes? The answers to these questions are implicit in 
what has been said above in connection with the problems of nationalism, 
nationalistic universalism, international morality, and world public opinion.® 
The answers are also implicit in what has been said about the conditions for 
the maintenance of domestic peace. The answers are bound to be in the neg- 
ative. 

No society exists coextensive with the presumed range of a world state. 
What exists is an international society of sovereign nations. There does not 
exist a supranational society that comprises all individual members of all na- 
tions and, hence, is identical with humanity politically organized. The most 
extensive society in which most men live and act in our times is the national 
society. The nation is, as we have seen, the recipient of man’s highest secular 
loyalties. Beyond it there are other nations, but no community for which man 
would be willing to act regardless of what he understands the interests of his 
own nation to be. Men are willing to give food, clothing, and money to the 
‘needy regardless of nationality. But they prefer to keep the needy where they 
are rather than to allow them to go where they please and thus become useful 
citizens again. For, while international relief is regarded as compatible with 
the national interest, freedom of immigration is not. Under the present moral 
conditions of mankind, few men would act on behalf of a world government if 
the interests of their own nation, as they understand them, required a differ- 
ent course of action. On the contrary, the overwhelming majority would put 
what they regard as the welfare of their own nation above everything else, 
the interests of a world state included. In other words, the peoples of the 
world are not willing to accept world government, and their overriding loyalty 
to the nation erects an insurmountable obstacle to its establishment. 

Nor are the peoples of the world willing and able to do what is necessary 
to keep world government standing. For they are not prepared to perform 
that revaluation of all values, that unprecedented moral and political revolu- 
tion, which would force the nation from its throne and put the political orga- 
- nization of humanity on it. They are willing and able to sacrifice and die so 
that national governments may be kept standing. 

The odds are so much in favor of the nation that men who might be 
willing and able to sacrifice and die that the world state be kept standing do 
not even have the opportunity to do so in the world as it is constituted today. 
The man who would want to oppose the interests and policy of his own nation 
for the sake of humanity and its state would by that act of opposition (weak- 
ening his own nation) strengthen the nation with which his own government 
might be engaged in deadly combat. At best he might make himself the mar- 
tyr of his convictions by inviting the punishment that the nation metes out to 
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traitors. Nothing shows more strikingly the absence of the social and moral 
preconditions for anything resembling a world state than the moral paradox 
that a man who would want to act as a citizen of the world would by the 
conditions of the world be forced to act as partisan of another nation and as 
traitor to his own. For above one’s own nation there is nothing political on 
behalf of which a man could act. There are only other nations besides one's 
own, 
Finally, the peoples of the world are not willing and able to do what the 
world state requires of them so that it may fulfill its purposes. The prime 
purpose of a world state would be to maintain the peace of the world. To that 
end, the world state would have to perform three functions: (1) it would give 
humanity a legal personality which would keep the unity of mankind before 
its eyes; (2) it would create and keep in motion agencies for world-wide social ~ 
change which might allow all groups of mankind to expect at least some sat- 
isfaction for their conflicting claims; (3) it would establish enforcement agen- 
cies that would meet any threat to the peace with overwhelming strength. 
One might concede the possibility, for which there is support in the public- 
opinion polls referred to above, ' that the peoples of the world would support 
the world state in the performance of function (1). Enough has already been 
said on the absence of support for function (3).? Let us, then, briefly examine 
the chances of the peoples of the world supporting the world state in the 
performance of function (2), which, as we know, is the very heart of the 
peace-preserving functions of any state. 

We shall not dwell upon the problem of how the different peoples of the 
world shall be represented in legislative agencies for social change. Numerical 
representation would obviously be unacceptable to the white races, since it 
would put the world under the domination of the colored ones. Any type of 
representation that in violation of the majority principle would tend to stabi-' 
lize white supremacy in the world would meet with the opposition of the 
colored races, who would thus be held in a permanent state of inferiority. Nor 
shall we dwell upon the obvious impossibility of putting such legislative agen- 
cies in operation, even if it were possible to establish them. A parliament 
representing peoples of such different moral convictions, political interests, 
and abilities for self-government as the Americans, the Chinese, the Indians, 
and the Russians would hardly be able to create out of these differences an 
operating whole. None of its constituent groups would willingly submit to the 
majority vote of a legislative assembly thus constituted. The threat and the 
actuality of civil war would hang over such institutions, which would have to 
substitute compulsion for the lacking moral and political consensus. 

Let us consider two concrete issues with regard to which the claims of 
different nations traditionally collide: immigration and trade. A world state, 
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like any other federal state, could not leave the regulation of interstate migra- 
tion and interstate trade to the discretion of its component parts. It would 
itself have to regulate these issues. Even if the authority of the world state in 
these two respects were strictly circumscribed by the world constitution, is 
there any chance that the American people would be prepared to give a world 
government powers to open the borders of the United States for the annual 
immigration of, say, 100,000 Russians, 250,000 Chinese, and 200,000 Indians? 
And is it likely that the Soviet government would be inclined to allow the 
annual emigration of 10,600 Russians to the United States? Would the Amer- 
ican people allow the import of any quantity of foreign agricultural products 
which might compete with domestic ones on equal terms? Is there any like- 
lihood that the Russians would allow cheap consumer goods to be imported 
which might upset their planned economy and undermine confidence in their 
political system as well? If these questions must be answered in the negative, 
as obviously they must, how is a world state expected to govern at all? How 
is a world state expected to be able to resolve peacefully the tensions between 
nations which threaten the peace of-the world? 

| There is no shirking the conclusion that international peace cannot be 
permanent without a world state, and that a world state cannot be established 
under the present moral, social, and political conditions of the world. In the 
light of what has been said thus far in this book, there is also no shirking the 
further conclusion that in no period of modern history was civilization more 
in need of permanent peace and, hence, of a world state, and that in no 
period of modern history were the moral, social, and political conditions of 
the world less favorable for the establishment of a world state. There is, 
finally, no shirking the conclusion that, as there can be no state without a 
society willing and able to support it, there can be no world state without a 
world community willing and able to support it. 


TWO FALSE SOLUTIONS 


How, then, can a world state be created? Two solutions have been offered: 
world conquest and the examples of Switzerland and of the creation of the 
United States by the Constitutional Convention of 1787. 


World Conquest 


All historic political structures that have come close to being world states have 
had one thing in common: One powerful state created them by conquering 
the other members of what was then the known political world. Most of these 
world states have another thing in common: They hardly ever survived the 
lifetime of the founders. 

In Western civilization, the sole exception to that rule is the Roman Em- 
pire. This world state owed its unique longevity to two unusual transforma- 
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tions. The Roman conquerors transformed the conquered into Romans either 
by receiving them into the dominant civilization as Roman citizens or by up- 
rooting them from their native civilizations and making them into slaves. Yet 
in the process of conquest, especially of the Hellenistic world, the Roman 
conqueror transformed himself by remaking his own civilization in the image 
of the civilizations of the conquered. Through this dual process of amalgama- 
tion, Rome created a new moral and political community coextensive with its 
conquests and capable of lending stability to the new state. To these two 
transformations must be added the further circumstance that after the con- 
quest of the Mediterranean world the Roman Empire expanded into pomi- 
cally empty spaces, settled by barbarians whose loosely organized civilizations 
disintegrated under the impact of the superior and attractive civilization of 

the conqueror. ; 

Most of the other world states disintegrated as soon as conquest had built 
them. For, beneath the political and military superstructure erected by force, 
the national societies lived on, each with its separate moral values and politi- 
cal interests and each trying to shake off the conqueror's yoke. These world 
states were not the natural outgrowth of a world community coextensive with 
them, but a creation of force artificially superimposed upon a multiplicity of 
unwilling national societies. It is of course true that, for instance, Napoleon’s 
would-be world state was destroyed by the untapped reserves of Great Britain 
and Russia. Yet, when in 1812 that empire for the first time showed its mili- 
tary weakness by failing in a major task of expansion, the national societies of 
which it was composed reasserted themselves and joined Great Britain and 
Russia in putting an end to it. 

Conquests on a smaller scale, which are unable to unite the conquering 
and conquered populations in a new community, face the smaller risk of re- 
volt and irredentist separatism. The relations between Ireland and Great Brit-' 
ain and between the nations of Eastern Europe and Russia are cases in point. 
If the conqueror can muster overwhelming strength, no danger to the peace 
may arise from the conflict of two national societies living within the same 
state. If, however, the strength of the conquered people is not out of all 
proportion to the conqueror’s, a potential state of civil war between the con- 
queror and the conquered will sap the strength of the state, even though 
under the modern condtions of warfare it may not endanger its existence.” 

Such are the likely consequences of limited conquests that are unable to 
create a new community coextensive with themselves. It follows that a world 
state created by conquest and lacking the support of a world community has 
a chance to maintain peace within its borders only if it can create and main- 
tain complete discipline and loyalty among the millions of soldiers and police- 
men needed to enforce its rule over an unwilling humanity. Such a world 
state would be a totalitarian monster resting on feet of clay, the very thought 
of which startles the imagination. 


a 
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The Examples of Switzerland and the United States 


What the world state is expected to bring about, Switzerland seems to have 
already achieved—the creation of a new federal state out of a number of sov- 
ereign nations with language, culture, history, loyalties, and policies of their 
own. Switzerland has been able to unite twenty-two sovereign states, speak- 
ing four different languages, in one political organization. Why should the 
150-odd nations of the world not be able to do the same? Let them adopt a 
federal constitution as the Swiss have done, let them act toward each other as 
the Swiss states do, and the problem of the world state will be solved. The 
argument seems to be persuasive and is considered frequently in popular dis- 
cussions. It dissolves, however, when confronted with the facts of Swiss his- 
tory. 
First of all, the unified Swiss state dates from 1848. Before then the Swiss 
states formed a confederation that resembled more a successful League of 
Nations or United Nations than a single state. That confederation grew from 
a number of permanent alliances concluded among the so-called Forest Can- 
‘ tons and some of the City Cantons in the course of the fourteenth century. 
These alliances were the result of certain identical and complementary inter- 
ests that drew these states together in defense against common dangers. Why 
did these alliances survive the special occasions from which they arose and 
even harden into the close ties of a confederation with common agencies of 
government? The answer to that question will provide the explanation to the 
phenomenon of Switzerland. 

(1) The thirteen members of the original Confederation, occupying a con- 
tiguous territory, were united in a common opposition to the German Empire 
and the Hapsburgs, of whom they had all been subjects, from whom they had 
liberated themselves in common efforts, and who remained the common ene- 
mies of the liberties of all of them. (2) The famous victories of the Swiss 
armies over the knights in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries had a dual 
effect. They established for centuries the reputation of the Swiss as the most 
redoubtable soldiers in Europe, and they proved the virtual immunity from 
foreign attack of the mountain valleys which were the core of the original 
Confederation. (3) Compared with these military risks which an attack upon 
the Swiss entailed, the attractions of victory were small. In view of the pov- 
erty of these valleys in natural resources, these attractions were exclusively 
strategic; that is, the control of some of the Alpine passes joining Italy with 
the North of Europe. Yet for four centuries, with the one significant exception 
of the Napoleonic Wars, the great rival powers adjacent to Switzerland found 
it more advantageous to have the Swiss defend the Alpine passes against all 
warring nations than to try to capture them from the Swiss. It is, however, 
significant that the balance of power exerted this protective influence only as 
long as the rivalry among Switzerland's powerful neighbors lasted. The Na- 
poleonic victories in Italy at once destroyed that protection, and from 1798 
on Switzerland was the hapless prey of contending armies. It is also worth 
remembering that while Austria, Germany, and Italy were joined in the Tri- 
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ple Alliance, the Italian general staff proposed six times to the German gen- 
eral staff to march through Switzerland in a joint campaign against France. 

Thus it was not merely an act of will expressing itself in a constitutional 
arrangement, but a number of peculiar and, in their combination, unique 
circumstances that made it possible for Switzerland to be born and survive. 
While these circumstances allowed Switzerland to survive in the midst of 
powerful neighbors, they did not permit it to maintain peace among its com- 
ponent states. Within the span of little more than 300 years, the Swiss states 
fought among themselves numerous minor wars and five religious wars in- 
volving all or virtually all of them, the last as late as 1847. A great number of 
revolutions and coups d’état round out the picture of civil strife. 

What light, then, does the history of Switzerland shed upon the problem 
of the world state? We can subscribe to Rappard’s conclusions that Switzer- 
land as a confederation had limited national security only “by virtue of special 
circumstances alien to this regime itself. . . . In so far as the Swiss experi- 
ence of five centuries of collective security can suggest a lesson to the present 
generation, this lesson is clearly negative. It confirms at the same time the 
observations drawn from the most recent past and the teachings of simple 
common sense. As long as the security of the international society depends 
only upon the free cooperation of fully sovereign states, it remains necessarily 
fragile.”* Thus the Swiss experience confirms our own conclusions concerning 
the fragility of peace by limitation, while it emphasizes both the need and 
difficulty of establishing a state above the national states. 

The example of the way in which the United States was created is often 
cited as proof of the feasibility of creating a world state here and now by way 
of a constitutional convention. Actually, the example of the United States 
proves only the dependence upon a pre-existing moral and political commu- 
nity of any state that can be expected to endure. 

When the Constitutional Convention met in 1787, the thirteen states 
were sovereign in name rather than in political actuality. They did not consti- 
tute thirteen separate sovereignties about to merge into a single one. After 
they had declared their independence from Britain in 1776, sovereignty re- 
mained in suspense. By establishing the United States, they exchanged one 
sovereignty—that of the British Crown—for another. And they exchanged 
one common loyalty for another common loyalty. All the while they retained 
the same language, the same culture, the same national heritage, the same 
moral convictions, the same political interests that had just been tested in a 
revolutionary war fought in unison under a single command. The thirteen 
colonies formed a moral and political community under the British Crown, 
they tested it and became fully aware of it in their common struggle against 
Britain, and they retained that community after they had won their indepen- 
’ dence. As John Jay put it in No. II of The Federalist: 


“william E. Rappard, Cing Siécles de Sécurité Collective (1291-1798) (Paris: Librairie du 
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. . Providence has been pleased to give this one connected country to one 
united people; a people descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same 
language, professing the same religion, attached to the same principles of govern- 
ment, very similar in their manners and customs, and who, by their joint coun- 
sels, arms and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a long and bloody war, 
have nobly established their general liberty and independence. . . . 

Similar sentiments have hitherto prevailed among all orders and denomina- 
tions of men among us. To all general purposes, we have uniformly been one 
people. Each individual citizen everywhere enjoying the same national rights, 
privileges, and protection. As a nation, we have made peace and war: as a nation, 
we have vanquished our common enemies: as a nation, we have formed alliances 
and made treaties, and entered into various compacts and conventions with for- 
eign states. 


What the Convention of Philadelphia did was to replace one constitution, 
one sovereignty, one state with another one, both resting upon the same pre- 
existing community. The Convention did not create one state where before 
there had been thirteen separate ones. Far from proving that a state can be 
. created by agreement on the text of a constitution, the creation of the United 
States proves the truth of the two propositions advanced earlier: Wars can 
occur within states as well as among states, and the United States was 
founded upon a moral and political community the Constitution did not create 
but found already in existence. The community of the American people an- 
tedated the American state, as a world community must antedate a world 
state. 





The World 


Community 


This last conclusion—that a world community must antedate a world state— 
has given birth to two efforts to create a world community: the United Na- 
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, known as Unesco, 
and the other specialized agencies of the United Nations. ! 


THE CULTURAL APPROACH: UNESCO 


According to Article 1 of the Constitution of Unesco: 


The purpose of the Organization is to contribute to peace and security by pro- 
moting collaboration among the nations through education, science and culture 
in order to further universal respect for justice, for the rule of law and for the 
human rights and fundamental freedoms which are affirmed for the peoples of 
the world, without distinction of race, sex, language or religion, by the Charter 
of the United Nations. 

To realize this purpose the Organization will: 

(a) collaborate in the work of advancing the mutual knowledge and understanding 
of peoples, through all means of mass communication and to that end recom- 
mend such international agreements as may be necessary to promote the free 
flow of ideas by word and image; 

(b) give fresh impulse to popular education and to the spread of culture; 

by collaborating with Members, at their request, in the development of 
educational activities; 
by instituting collaboration among the nations to advance the ideal of 


‘See, in connection with this chapter, what has been said above in Chapter 7 about world 
public opinion. 
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equality of educational opportunity without regard to race, sex or any distinc- 
tions, economic or social; 

by suggesting educational methods best suited to prepare the children of 
the world for the responsibilities of freedom; 

(c) maintain, increase and diffuse knowledge; 

by assuring the conservation and protection of the world’s inheritance of 
books, works of art and monuments of history and science, and recommending 
to the nations concerned the necessary international conventions; 

by encouraging cooperation among the nations in all branches of intellec- 
tual activity, including the international exchange of persons active in the 
fields of education, science and culture and the exchange of publications, ob- 
jects of artistic and scientific interest and other materials of information; 

by initiating methods of international cooperation calculated to give the 
people of all countries access to the printed and published materials produced 
by any of them. 


In order to evaluate the contribution Unesco is able to make for the 
preservation of international peace, three distinctions must be made: (1) We 
_ are here not concerned with the contribution Unesco is able to make to the 
dissemination and improvement of culture and education as ends in them- 
selves. (2) We are here not concerned with the contribution Unesco is able to 
make to the preservation of international peace through the very fact of inter- 
national co-operation; this aspect of the problem will be dealt with in the last 
section of this chapter. (3) We are here concerned only with the question of 
what Unesco can do for the preservation of international peace by promoting 
international understanding, education, and general cultural activities. 

What the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace declared in its 
appraisal of Unesco’s program for 1948, “Above all else its individual items 
were not always clearly and obviously related to the safeguarding of peace and 
security,”” is true of all activities of Unesco, however meritorious they may 
be intrinsically. This defect is not an accidental quality of certain programs 
undertaken by Unesco, which only need to be revised and tightened in order 
to fulfill their peace-preserving function. On the contrary, the defect is con- 
genital, growing from the very philosophy that is at the foundation of the 
agency and permeates all its activities. Thus, summing up on November 17, 
1952, the discussions of the General Conference of Unesco, Mr. Jaime Torres 
Bodet, its outgoing Director-General, warned “that the greatest danger 
Unesco has to guard against is dissipation of its efforts.” 

The philosophy of Unesco assumes that education (especially when it 
aims at international understanding), cultural exchange, and, in general, all 
activities that tend to increase contacts among members of different nations 
and make them understand each other contribute necessarily to the creation 
of an international community and the maintenance of peace. Implicit in this 
assumption is the supposition that nations are nationalistic and go to war with 
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each other because they do not know each other well.enough and because 
they operate on different levels of education and culture. Both assumptions 
are erroneous. 


Cultural Development and Peace 


There are primitive peoples, completely lacking in institutionalized educa- 
tion, who are generally peace-loving and receptive to the influence of foreign 
cultures to the point of suicide. There are other peoples, highly educated and 
steeped in classical culture, such as the Germans, who throughout most of 
their history have been nationalistic and warlike. The Athenians under Peri- 
cles and the Italians of the Renaissance created cultures not equaled in the | 
history of Western civilization, and both were at least as nationalistic and 
warlike in that period of their history as at any time before or after. 

Furthermore, in the history of some nations, such as the British and the 
French, periods of nationalistic exclusiveness and warlike policies alternate 
with cosmopolitan and peaceful ones, and no correlation exists between these 
changes and the development of education and culture. The Chinese people 
have a tradition of respect for learning superior to that of any other people, 
and they can look back upon a history of cultural attainments longer than any 
other and at least as creative. These high qualities of education and culture 
have made the Chinese look with contempt on the profession of the soldier 
as well as upon all other nations, which at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century were still regarded as barbarian vassals of the Chinese emperor. Yet 
all this has not made the Chinese people less nationalistic and more peaceful. 
Russian education in our time has reached a higher level of achievement than 
ever before, especially in the fields of literacy and technical education. Its 
excellence has had no influence upon the receptiveness of the Russian people 
to foreign ideas or upon the foreign policies of the Russian government. 

These examples, taken at random, show that the quantity and quality of 
education and culture as such is obviously irrelevant to the issue of a world 
community. That issue hinges, not upon knowledge and the creation and ap- 
preciation of cultural values, but upon a moral and political transformation of 
unprecedented dimensions. 


Cultural Unity and Peace 


What has been said of education and culture as such holds true also of edu- 
cational and cultural activities aiming at the interchange of the products of 
different national cultures. The existence of a multitude of interpersonal re- 
lations transcending national boundaries is no answer to our problem. More 
particularly, the existence of intellectual and esthetic ties across national 
boundaries proves nothing in favor of a world community. A world commu- 
nity with political potentialities is a community of moral standards and politi- 
cal action, not of intellect and sentiments. That an intellectual elite in the 
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United States enjoys Russian music and literature and that Shakespeare has 
not been banned from the Russian stage has no relevance at all for the prob- 
lem with which we are concerned. This sharing of the same intellectual and 
esthetic experiences by members of different nations does not create a soci- 
ety, for it does not create morally and politically relevant actions on the part 
of the members of different nations with respect to each other which they 
would not have undertaken had they not shared in those experiences. 

It should be remembered that on a much higher plane than the intellec- 
tual and esthetic, and with the objective of clearly defined action, the nations 
of the West, Russia included, have shared the same experiences for more than 
a thousand years. They have prayed to the same God, have held the same 
fundamental religious beliefs, have been bound by the same moral laws, and 
have had the same ritual symbols in common. That community of religious 
experiences, much more intimately related to the whole personality of the 
individual and to his actions than anything that supranational intellectual and 
esthetic experiences have to offer, has been able to create an international 
community of sorts, but not an international community sufficiently inte- 
‘grated to make a world state possible. How, then, can we expect that the 
melodies of Tchaikovsky, the profundities of Dostoevski, the insights of The 
Federalist, and the imagery of Moby Dick, which might be shared by all 
Americans and Russians alike, could create not only a fleeting community of 
feeling, but a community of moral valuations and political actions shunting 
aside old loyalties and establishing new ones? 

History has given an unmistakable answer to that question. Cultural 
unity, much closer than anything Unesco can plan and achieve, has coexisted 
with war in all periods of history. We are not speaking here of civil wars, 
which by definition are fought by members of the same national culture. The 
wars among the Greek city states, the European wars of the Middle Ages, the 
Italian wars of the Renaissance, the religious wars of the sixteenth and sev- 
enteenth centuries, even the wars of the eighteenth century in so far as the 
elite was concerned, were fought within the framework of a homogeneous 
culture. These cultures had all essentials in common: language, religion, ed- 
‘ ucation, literature, art. Yet these cultures did not create a community, coex- 
tensive with themselves, that could have kept disruptive tendencies in check 
and channeled them into peaceful outlets. How, then, can one expect that 
such a community will be created through interchange among cultures, so 
diverse in all the respects in which those historic ones were homogeneous? 


International Understanding and Peace 


It is in the third purpose of Unesco, international understanding, that the 
basic fallacy of Unesco’s conception of international affairs comes to the fore. 
International conflicts, it is believed, are the result of an intellectual defi- 
ciency, of ignorance and lack of judgment as to the qualities of other peoples. 
If Americans could only come to understand the Russians, and vice versa, 
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they would realize how much they are alike, how much they have in common, 
and how little they have to fight about. The argument is fallacious on two 
counts. 

Individual experience, which anybody can duplicate at will, shows that 
increased friendship is not necessarily a concomitant of increased understand- 
ing. There are, of course, numerous instances in which A has misunderstood 
the character and the motives of B and in which clarification of the facts will 
remove the source of conflict. Such is not the case when A and B are engaged 
in a conflict in which their vital interests are at stake. A does not fight B for 
economic advantage because he misunderstands the intentions of B; it is 
rather because he understands them only too well. Many an American GI 
went to France full of sentimental friendship for the French people whom he 
did not know. His friendly feelings did not survive the shock of understand- ' 
ing. The similar experiences of many friendly visitors to Russia are too typical 
to need elaboration. 

Among those who from the beginning were most firmly opposed to the 
foreign objectives of the National Socialist regime, even at the risk of war, 
were some who had a profound understanding of German culture. It was 
exactly that understanding that made them implacable enemies of the Na- 
tional Socialist regime. Similarly, the students of Russian history and culture, 
those who really understand Russia and the Russians, have as a rule been 
equally unaffected by the pro- and anti-Russian hysteria. They have known 
the traditional objectives of Russian expansionism as well as the traditional 
methods of Russian diplomacy. If their understanding had had an influence 
upon the conduct of foreign affairs in the Western democracies, that conduct 
would certainly have been more intelligent and successful than it actually was. 
Whether or not such understanding would have made for better relations with 
the Soviet Union is an open question. An intelligent and successful foreign 
policy depends upon the Americans’ and the Russians’ understanding what 
both nations are and want. Peace between the United States and the Soviet 
Union depends in the last analysis upon whether what one of them is and 
wants is compatible with what the other one is and wants. 

This observation points up the other fallacy in Unesco’s conception of 
international affairs. The conception that international conflicts can be elimi- 
nated through international understanding rests on the implicit assumption 
that the issues of international conflicts, born as they are of misunderstand- 
ings, are but imaginary and that actually no issue worth fighting about stands 
between nation and nation. Nothing could be farther from the truth. All the 
great wars that decided the course of history and changed the political face of 
the earth were fought for real stakes, not for imaginary ones. The issue in 
those great convulsions was invariably: Who shall rule and who shall be ruled? 
Who shall be free and who slave? 

Was misunderstanding at the root of the issue between the Greeks and 
the Persians, between the Athenians and the Macedonians, between the Jews 
and the Romans, between emperor and pope, between the English and the 
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French in the late Middle Ages, between the Turks and the Austrians, be- 
tween Napoleon and Europe, between Hitler and the world? Was misunder- 
standing of the other side’s culture, character, and intentions the issue, so 
that those wars were fought over no real issue at all? Or could it not rather 
be maintained that in many of these conflicts it was exactly the misunder- 
standing of the would-be conqueror’s culture, character, and intentions that 
preserved peace for a while, whereas the understanding of these factors made 
war inevitable? So long as the Athenians refused to heed the warnings of 
Demosthenes, the threat of war remained remote. It was only when, too late 
for their salvation, they understood the nature of the Macedonian Empire and 
of its policies that war became inevitable. That correlation between under- 
standing and the inevitability of conflict is one of the melancholy lessons his- 
tory conveys to posterity: The more thoroughly one understands the other 
side’s position, character, and intentions, the more inevitable the conflict of- 
ten appears to be. 

Irrespective of its great intrinsic merits, the program of Unesco is irrel- 
evant to the problem of world community because its diagnosis of the bars to 
‘world community so completely misses the point. The problem of world com- 
munity is a moral and political and not an intellectual and esthetic one. The 
world community is a community of moral judgments and political actions, 
not of intellectual endowments and esthetic appreciation. Let us suppose that 
American and Russian education and culture could be brought to the same 
level of excellence or completely amalgamated, and that Russians would take 
to Mark Twain as Americans would take to Gogol. If that were the case, the 
problem of who shall control the Middle East would still stand between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, as it does today. So long as men continue 
to judge and act in accordance with national rather than supranational stan- 
dards and loyalties, the world community remains a postulate that still awaits 
its realization. 


THE FUNCTIONAL APPROACH 


The Specialized Agencies of the United Nations 


How is such a transformation of standards and loyalties to be brought about? 
The specialized agencies of the United Nations have pointed a way. They are 
autonomous organizations, owing their existence to particular agreements 
among a number of states whose identity differs from agency to agency. They 
have their own constitutions, their own budgets, their own policymaking and 
administrative bodies, and each agency has a membership of its own. The 
names of some of these agencies are indicative of the functions they fulfill: 
International Labor Organization, Food and Agriculture Organization, Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and Development, International Monetary 
Fund, International Telecommunication Union, Universal Postal Union, In- 
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ternational Civil Aviation Organization, Unesco, World Heath Organiza-. 
tion. 

Chapters IX and X of the Charter of the United Nations provide for or- 
ganizational and functional relations between the specialized agencies and the. 
United Nations. The Charter stresses to a degree unknown in the history of 
international organization the responsibility of the United Nations for the 
rights and the well-being of the individual regardless of national affiliation. It 
has created in the Economic and Social Council a special organ for the dis- 
charge of that responsibility. The Economic and Social Council has the au- 
thority to conclude agreements—and has done so in a number of instances— 
with the specialized agencies, “defining the terms on which the agency con- 
cerned shall be brought into relationship with the United Nations.” The 
United Nations may “make recommendations for the coordination of the pol- 
icies and activities of the specialized agencies.” The Economic and Social 
Council may take steps to receive regular and special reports from the spe- 
cialized agencies and may perform services at the request of members of the 
United Nations and of specialized agencies.*® 

What is the philosophy underlying the social and economic activities the 
specialized agencies are undertaking with the co-operation of the United Na- 
tions? What is the relevance of that philosophy for the problem of the inter- 
national community? This question has been answered with great brilliance 
and persuasiveness by Professor Mitrany. 


If the evil of conflict and war springs from the division of the world into detached 
and competing political units, will it be exorcised simply by changing or reducing 
the lines of division? Any political reorganization into separate units must, sooner 
or later, produce the same effects; any international system that is to usher in a 
new world must produce the opposite effect of subduing political division. As far 
as one can see, there are only two ways of achieving that end. One would be 
through a world state which would wipe out political divisions forcibly; the other 
is the way discussed in these pages, which would rather overlay political divisions 
with a spreading web of international activities and agencies, in which and 
through which the interests and life of all the nations would be gradually inte- 
grated. That is the fundamental change to which any effective international sys- 
tem must aspire and contribute: to make international government co-extensive 
with international activities. . . . It must care as much as possible for common 
needs that are evident, while presuming as little as possible upon a social unity 
which is still only latent and unrecognized. . . . [In that way] The community 
itself will acquire a living body not through a written act of faith but through 
active organic development. . . . That trend is to organize government along the 
lines of specific ends and needs, and according to the condition of their time and 
place, in lieu of the traditional organization on the basis of a set constitutional 
division of jurisdiction of rights and powers. . . . The functional approach... 
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would help the growth of such positive and constructive common work, of com- 
mon habits and interests, making frontier lines meaningless by overlaying them 
with a natural growth of common activities and common administrative agencies.° 


This is indeed the way in which communities grow and in which govern- 
ments grow out of communities. We have already noted that sovereignty was 
a fact before it was a theory, and that the American people formed a com- 
munity before they created a state. How, then, can a community be created 
where none exists? 

According to Professor Mitrany, an international community must grow 
from the satisfaction of common needs shared by members of different na- 
tions. The specialized agencies of the United Nations, serving peoples all over 
the world regardless of national boundaries, could create by the very fact of 
their existence and performance a community of interests, valuations, and 
actions. U]timately, if such international agencies were numerous enough and 
served the most important wants of most peoples of the earth, the loyalties to 
these institutions and to the international community of which they would be 
.the agencies would supersede the loyalties to the separate national societies 
and their institutions. For proof that such a development is feasible under 
present world conditions, Professor Mitrany relies in the main upon the ex- 
periences which the Allies had during the Second World War with functional 
international agencies, such as the Anglo-American Raw Materials Board and 
the Middle East Supply Centre. These examples put in sharp focus the prob- 
lem raised by the functional approach. 

In war, the loyalties to the common cause and the common interest in 
victory over the common enemy overrode separate national loyalties and 
made possible the successful operation of international functional agencies of 
major importance. In peace, what the nation has to offer the individual seems 
to outweigh by far the benefits to be derived from the international functional 
agencies, although it is ever more widely recognized that the citizens of dif- 
ferent nations have certain interests in common, such as physical survival 
through avoidance of nuclear war and non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
. protection of the natural environment, and economic well-being through the 
control of international trade, the monetary system, and global corporations, 
which can be satisfied only a supranational basis. More particularly, the con- 
flicts of power which separate nations and the insecurity they create make 
identification with the nation the overriding concern of most members of all 
nations. The nation offers the individual protection, vicarious gratification of 
power drives, and immediate satisfaction of material needs. With few sporadic 
exceptions, such as the assistance of the World Health Organization in com- 
bating an epidemic, the specialized agencies of the United Nations offer hopes 
and satisfactions far removed from the direct experiences of ordinary people 


“David Mitrany, A Working Peace System (4th ed.; London: National Peace Council, 1946), 
pp. 14, 15, 18, 28, 34, 35. (Reprinted by permission of the author.) 
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The Specialized Agencies and IAEA The United Nations 
ae 


United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
in Palestine (UNTSO) 


United Nations Military Observer Group 


International Atomic Energy Agency in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP] 


United Nations Peace-Keeping Force 
in Cyprus (UNFICYP) 


Main Committees 
Standing and Procedural Committees 
Other Subsidiary Organs of General Assembly 


international Labour Organisation 


Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations 


United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization 


Wortd Health Organization 


YDOVOOE 


United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 


international Monelary Fund Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) 


United Nations Conference on Trade 
and Devetopment (UNCTAD) 


Trade and Development Board 
United Nations 
Development Programme (UNOP) 
United Nations Capitat Development Fund 
United Nations Induszrial Development 
Organization (UNIDO} 
United Nations Institute for Training ° 
and Research (UNITAR) 
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) \ 
United Nations High Commissioner E 
for Refugees (UNHCR) j 


Internationa! Development Association 


international Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development 


international Finance Corporation 


International Civil Aviation Organization 


Universal Postal Union 


International Telecommunication Union 


World Meteorological Organization 
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Consultative Organization 


joint United Nations 


General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade -FAO Wartd Food Programme 
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and which may make themselves felt only through the intermediary of a num- 
ber of national agencies, so that its international origins are hard to trace. 
When mailing a letter to a foreign country, who would think of giving thanks — 
to the Universal Postal Union for the contribution that international agency is 
making to the operation? 

Thus the contributions international functional agencies make to the well- 
being of members of all nations fade into the background. What stands before 
the eyes of all are the immense political conflicts that divide the great nations 
of the earth and threaten the well-being of the loser, if not his very existence. 
This is not primarily a matter of false emphasis born of ignorance. It is rather 
the recognition of the undeniable fact that, from a functional point of view, 
what the national government does or does not do is much more important 
for the satisfaction of individual wants than what an international functional 
agency does or does not do. More important than anything else is the ability 
of the national government to defend its territory and citizens against foreign 
aggression and within its territory to maintain peace and keep in operation 
the processes of social change. The neglect with which the public treats inter- 
national functional agencies is but the exaggerated reflection of the minor role 
these agencies play for the solution of important international issues. 

This is true when no conflict exists between the national interests of a 
particular nation and the objectives and operations of an international func- 
tional agency. In case of such conflict, the national interest wins out over the 
international objective. Thus it is deeply significant that, of the two great 
antagonists on the scene of contemporary world politics, one, the Soviet 
Union, traditionally fearful of foreign intervention and jealous of the integrity 
of its political and economic system, has joined only three of the new special- 
ized agencies—the International Labor Organization, Unesco, the World Me- 
teorological Organization—is collaborating with one—the World Health Or-° 
ganization—and is a member of the two that have existed for the better part 
of a century and are the most unpolitical in character—the Universal Postal 
Union, established in 1874, and the International Telecommunication Union, 
which replaced the International Telegraph and Radiotelegraph Unions of 
1865 and 1912 respectively. 

The answer to the question of how a world community can be created by 
way of the functional approach, then, lies in the sphere of international poli- 
tics. This is borne out by the analysis of the role three different kinds of 
functional agencies play and are able to play in this respect: the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, the European Communities, and the agencies for eco- 
nomic and technical assistance. All these agencies have this in common: They 
try to solve a common problem, which none of the participants could have 
solved by its own efforts, through the co-ordination of technical functions on 
a supranational level. To that end they use and develop the novel procedures 
of international government, to which we have referred above.’ 


7See pages 517 ff. - 
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These procedures are novel in two different respects. They combine, fol- 
lowing the model of the new United Nations, central direction in the execu- 
tion of policies with negotiated agreement as to the nature of the policies to 
be pursued. In this fashion they combine the factual superiority of power and 
resources, which resides either in one of the participants or in the agency 
itself, with the legal claim of all the participants to equality. 

These procedures are novel also—and in this respect they go beyond the 
model of the new United Nations—in that they tend to obliterate the time- 
honored distinction between international and domestic affairs and, with it, 
the equally time-honored principle of nonintervention in the domestic affairs 
of other nations. ‘For it is of the very essence of these new procedures that 
they transform into a matter of international concern such issues as military 
preparations, industrial productivity, prices and tariffs, which have tradition- 
ally been considered to fall in the exclusive domestic jurisdiction of the indi- 
vidual nations. 


The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 


The treaty establishing NATO was signed on April 4, 1949, by Belgium, Can- 
ada, Denmark, France, Great Britain, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, The Neth- 
erlands, Norway, Portugal, and the United States; Greece and Turkey joined 
the organization in 1952, Germany in 1955. The treaty establishes the prin- 
ciple of collective security for its members. According to Article 5, “an armed 
attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be 
considered an attack against them all. . .,” to be resisted by all. This general 
purpose does not distinguish NATO from a traditional alliance; nor does the 
immediate objective of increasing the military strength of the members. Yet 
NATO has as further objectives the maintenance of economic and political 
stability among its members and the establishment of closer ties among them 
in general, and endeavors to achieve these objectives through an intricate 
multinational organization. The purpose of this organization is to give central 
direction to the military and economic policies of the members on the basis 
of negotiated agreements-among them. In its comprehensive objectives and 
the techniques used to accomplish them, NATO indeed moves beyond the 
limits of a traditional alliance toward a novel type of functional organization. 
The organization of NATO is headed by the North Atlantic Council, com- 
posed of cabinet officers of each member state. The Council is the supreme 
governing body of NATO; it lays down production schedules for the individual 
members, budgetary requirements, the quality and quantity of military con- 
tributions, and the like. The Council is assisted by an international staff under 
a Secretary General, which is a truly international body working exclusively 
for the organization; it is the permanent civilian bureaucracy of NATO. 
Under the Council operate a number of civilian and military agencies. 
The military organization of NATO is headed by the Military Committee, 
composed of the chiefs of staff of the member nations. It advises the Council 


on military matters, plans military measures for the common defense, and is 
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assisted by the International Military Staff. It is responsible for the general 
strategy of the North Atlantic defense and gives military guidance and instruc- 
tions to the various NATO commands. Of these commands, Supreme Head- 
quarters, Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE), is the most important. Under the 
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, it directs the integrated forces in 
Western Europe. SHAPE, too, is a truly international agency, composed as 
it is of high officers of the different member nations. The Supreme Com- 
mander receives his orders from the Military Committee but has direct access 
to the Chiefs of Staff and other high officers of any of the member nations. 

NATO is in its scope—comprising the military, economic, and financial 
policies of the member nations—the most ambitious of the new functional 
agencies that try to bring the new procedures of international government to 
bear on a specific technical field for a common purpose. The relative strength 
and relationship of three factors will decide whether or not NATO will 
achieve its immediate military objective and its broader and more remote 
political and social goals. How urgent will the members of NATO consider 
the establishment of a unified defense system? How important will their sep- 
arate national interests appear to them in comparison with the urgency of that 
common military task? Finally, how will American power influence the rela- 
tionships that the policies of the member nations will establish between that 
common military task and these separate interests? In other words, to which 
of the two will the policies of the member nations give priority over the 
other? 

This interplay between a common supranational interest, separate na- 
tional interests, and American power will determine whether or not NATO 
will accomplish what it has set out to do. The interplay of the first two factors 
is decisive not only for the future of NATO, but for the success or failure of — 
the other designs, in the form of the European Communities, to unite the 
nations of Europe on a functional! basis. 


The European Communities 


The European Communities consist of the European Coal and Steel Com- 
munity, the European Economic Community (Common Market), and the Eu- 
ropean Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). The European Coal and Steel 
Community came into effect on July 25, 1952, while the other two Commu- 
nities started to operate on January 1, 1958. Their membership is identical, 
consisting of Belgium, France, West Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and The 
Netherlands. Their organs, originally similar but separate, were merged in 
1967. In consequence, the Communities operate now under a common exec- 
utive authority called the European Commission, a common parliament called 
the Assembly, and a common Court of Justice; a Council of Ministers and an 
Economic and Social Committee round out the organs. Since the common 
institutions are patterned after those of the European Steel and Coal Com- 
munity, an analysis of the latter will serve to elucidate the governmental 
structure. - 
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The European Coal and Steel Community was established for the pur- 
pose of creating a single market for the coal and steel production of its mem- 
bers. The High Authority, predecessor of the European Commission, was the 
executive organ of the Community. Supposed to act “in complete indepen- 
dence, in the general interest of the Community” without instructions from 
any government, it was a truly supranational agency. It had the power to 
make binding decisions with regard to prices for coal and steel, taxation, fines 
for violations of its orders, the direction of investments, borrowing and lend- 
ing. The Common Assembly was composed of 78 members chosen either by 
the national parliaments or popular election. It had to approve the annual 
report of the High Authority and could, by a two-thirds vote, force its mem- 
bers to resign. The Council of Ministers, composed of one representative 
from each member state, served as the link between the High Authority and 
the member states and also as a check upon the High Authority, since for the 
most far-reaching decisions of the latter the concurrence of the Council was 
required. The Court of Justice decided appeals from decisions of the High 
Authority and annulled unconstitutional acts of the Common Assembly and 


~ the Council of Ministers. 


The importance of all the European Communities as functional organi- 
zations comes to the fore in the political purpose they are intended to serve. 
Aside from trying to compensate, through united effort, for the loss of power 
of the individual European nations, the European Communities are a revo- 
lutionary attempt at solving an age-old political problem. That problem is 
characterized by two basic facts. One is the natural superiority of Germany 
among the nations of Europe; the other is the unwillingness of the other Eu- 
ropean nations to accept that natural superiority. Since 1870, the great con- 
vulsions on the European continent, and the diplomatic moves preceding 
those convulsions, have all been dominated by those two facts. 

Before and after the First World War, France tried to deal with those 
two facts by using the methods suggested by the balance of power as it had 
been practiced in previous centuries. It tried to make up for its own inherent 
weakness by a system of alliances which would counterbalance that natural 
superiority of Germany. In those attempts France failed. In both world wars, 
France was saved neither by its own strength nor by the strength of its Con- 
tinental allies, but by the intervention of Great Britain and, more particularly, 
of the United States. This failure is another fact that we must keep in mind 
in assessing the chances of the European Communities. 

These Communities constitute a revolutionary departure from the tradi- 
tional methods by which inferior powers have tried to counter a superior one. 
For instead of countering that potentially superior power by a system of alli- 
ances, the other nations of Western Europe are trying to draw, as it were, 
Germany into their arms in order to disarm it and to make the superior 
strength of Germany innocuous. The European Communities are, in other 
words, an attempt at fusing a superior power with an inferior one for the 
purpose of creating a common control of their pooled strength. Thus Western 
Europe hopes to be able to forestall the use of that superior German power 
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for hostile purposes, especially for the creation of a new German hegemony 
on the European continent. 


the top. That is to say, an all-comprehensive legal organization was proposed 
or established; a legal framework for an over-all government was the goal of 
those attempts. The Council of Europe, composed of a Committee of Minis- 


this example will then spread to other functional fields, such as agriculture, 
transport, electricity, military forces. Finally, it is hoped that out of this series 
of functional units political unity will grow organically. Once all the functional 


been transferred in fact to a common European government by gradual steps, 
without the individual nations really being aware of it. 
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from recalcitrant member nations. But what if those recalcitrant member na- 
tions do not need those loans, or can get them elsewhere? 

Third, what is the degree of unity among the member nations in the 
economic, military, and political fields? In other words, what is the relation- 
ship between the hoped-for community of interests in the spheres of coal and 
steel, atomic energy, and trade and the actual economic, military, and politi- 
cal interests of the individual member nations? To what extent will, for in- 
stance, the unfulfilled aspirations of all Germans for the reunification of their 
country or those of France for a dominant national position get in the way of 
the operations of the Communities? Are the economic interests of France and 
Germany in the Communities strong enough to counteract and even to tran- 
scend their unfulfilled national aspirations? 


Agencies for Economic and Technical Assistance 


Both NATO and the European Communities are relatively advanced func- 
tional agencies in purpose, subject matter, and procedures. Yet they are 
’ much inferior to many functional agencies, less advanced in these respects, in 
that they are of a regional character. If they succeed, they will have overcome 
the obsolescent separatism of the nation state. Their contribution to a world 
community will still be a moot question, to be answered by the policies the 
new supranational, regional units will pursue toward the rest of the world.® 
Under the conditions of contemporary world politics, functional agencies of a 
regional nature cannot help being drawn into the unsettled political conflicts 
on one or the other side. Thus, while they exert a unifying influence vis-a-vis 
the nation state, in view of the ultimate goal of a world community they are 
bound, at least in the short run, to strengthen the divisive forces. 

The agencies for economic and technical assistance avoid in good mea- 
sure the ambivalence of regionalism, for the assistance most of them provide 
is, at least potentially, world-wide in scope. Yet they are amorphous in sub- 
ject matter, purpose, and procedure. Hence, their influence upon the unifi- 
cation of the world on a functional basis is bound, in any case in the short 
run, to be intangible, vague, and politically ineffective. This is true of the 
three main groups of agencies of this type: the United Nations specialized 
agencies and Technical Assistance Board, those established unilaterally by the 
United States and the Soviet Union, and those provided for by the British 
Commonwealth of Nations under the Colombo Plan. These agencies have 
been politically most effective when they have been closely tied to the polit- 
ical interests of a particular nation, such as the Soviet Union, thus negating, 
at least in the short run, the ideal of a world community. 

Aside from its obvious humanitarian aspects, the purpose of such a pro- 
gram of economic and technical assistance has less obvious political implica- 


8See, on the ambivalence of overcoming 1: :tionalism by regionalism, page 351. 
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tions. For the politically most important underdeveloped areas of the world 
are the uncommitted nations for whose allegiance East and West compete. In 
that competition the promise of a better life is an important weapon, and the 
actual provision of a better life is more important still.° 

Yet it is not aid as such or its beneficial results that creates political loy- 
alties on the part of the recipients, but the positive relationship that the mind 
of the recipient establishes between the aid and its beneficial results, on the 
one hand, and the political philosophy, the political system, and the political 
objectives of the giver, on the other. That is to say, if the recipient continues 
to disapprove of the political philosophy, system, and objectives of the giver, 
despite the aid he has received, the political effects of the aid are lost. The 
same is true if he remains unconvinced that the aid received is but a natural, 
if not inevitable, manifestation of the political philosophy, system, and objec- | 
tives of the giver. Economic and technical aid remains politically ineffectue] 
as long as the recipient says either: “Aid is good, but the politics of the giver 
are bad”; or: “Aid is good, but the politics of the giver good, bad, or indiffer- 
ent have nothing to do with it.”! 

In order to be effective for the establishment of a community between 
giver and recipient, the procedures through which aid is given, and the sub- 
ject matter to which it is applied, must lend themselves to the creation of a 
connection between aid and the politics of the giver which reflects credit 
upon the latter. In the rare instances in which such a connection has been 
established through the foreign-aid policies of the United Nations or Western 
agencies, it has been by accident rather than by design; for neither the sub- 
ject matter nor the procedures, as they exist at present, can by themselves 
be conducive to the establishment of such a connection. 

The subject matter of economic and technical aid covers the whole range 
of personal and social needs from education and health to public administra- | 
tion and hydroelectric power. This proliferation of effort is enormous, not only 
with regard to the subject matter to which it is applied, but also with regard 
to the source from which it emanates in the form of different national and 
international agencies. It makes it hard for the recipients to attribute the ben- 
efits they receive to a particular supranational source and to transform that 
source into a symbol of benevolence in which they have a higher stake than 
in their national governments—and to which, therefore, they must transfer 
their loyalties. 

This transfer of national loyalties is made even more difficult by the stan- 
dard procedures these agencies follow. They give aid generally only upon the 


see what has been said about this aspect of the struggle for the minds of men on pages 
352 ff. 

'We assume here, in order to simplify and limit the argument to the essentials of its political 
aspects, that economic and technical aid will necessarily be welcomed as “good” by the recipient. 
Actually, such assistance may well create great psychological tensions and social dislocations, raise 
in the short run more problems than it solves, and be resented rather than welcomed. 
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request of individual governments. Furthermore, purpose, kind of aid, and 
the modalities of its execution are subject to agreement between the agency 
and the recipient government. Under such conditions, the agency is likely to 
appear to the individual recipients as the agent of their respective govern- 
ments, assisting them on their initiative and according to their plan. This 
appearance will tend to strengthen their national loyalties and will, by the 
same token, impede that transfer of loyalties to a supranational symbol upon 
which we found the development of a world community to depend. Thus 
economic and technical assistance, as it is presently conceived, is at best likely 
to leave the problem of international peace where it found it, and at worst to 
contribute to making international conflicts more intractable by strengthening 
the national loyalties of individuals throughout the underdeveloped areas of 
the world. 

We proposed that the first step toward the peaceful settlement of the 
- international conflicts that might lead to war was the creation of an interna- 
tional community as foundation for a world state. We find that the creation of 
an international community presupposes at least the mitigation and minimi- 
‘ zation of international conflicts so that the interests uniting members of dif- 
ferent nations may outweigh the interests separating them. How can interna- 
tional conflicts be mitigated and minimized? This is the final question which 
calls for examination. 


PART 
TEN 


The Problem of 
Peace: Peace 
[ hrough 


Accommodation 
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Diplomacy 


We have seen that international peace cannot be preserved through the lim- 
itation of national sovereignty, and we found the reasons for this failure in the 
‘very nature of the relations among nations. We concluded that international 
peace through the transformation of the present society of sovereign nations 
into a world state is unattainable under the moral, social, and political condi- 
tions prevailing in the world in our time. If the world state is unattainable in 
our world, yet indispensable for the survival of that world, it is necessary to 
create the conditions under which it will not be impossible from the outset to 
establish a world state. As the prime requisite for the creation of such condi- 
tions, we suggested the mitigation and minimization of those political conflicts 
which in our time pit the two superpowers against each other and evoke the 
specter of a cataclysmic war. This method of establishing the preconditions 
for permanent peace we call peace through accommodation. Its instrument is 
diplomacy. 


FOUR TASKS OF DIPLOMACY 


We have already had occasion to emphasize the paramount importance of 
diplomacy as an element of national power. The importance of diplomacy for 
the preservation of international peace is but a particular aspect of that gen- 
eral function. For a diplomacy that ends in war has failed in its primary ob- 
jective: the promotion of the national interest by peaceful means. This has 
always been so and is particularly so in view of the destructive potentialities 
of total war. 

Taken in its widest meaning, comprising the whole range of foreign pol- 
icy, the task of diplomacy is fourfold: (1) Diplomacy must determine its objec- 
tives in the light of the power actually and potentially available for the pursuit 
of these objectives. (2) Diplomacy must assess the objectives of other nations 
and the power actually and potentially available for the pursuit of these objec- 
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tives. (3) Diplomacy must determine to what extent these different objectives 
are compatible with each other. (4) Diplomacy must employ the means suited 
to the pursuit of its objectives. Failure in any one of these tasks may jeopar- 
dize the success of foreign policy and with it the peace of the world. 

A nation that sets itself goals which it has not the power to attain may 
have to face the risk of war on two counts. Such a nation is likely to dissipate 
its strength and not to be strong enough at all points of friction to deter a 
hostile nation from challenging it beyond endurance. The failure of its foreign 
policy may force the nation to retrace its steps and to redefine its objectives 
in view of its actual strength. Yet it is more likely that, under the pressure of 
an inflamed public opinion, such a nation will go forward on the road toward 
an unattainable goal, strain all its resources to achieve it, and finally, con- 
founding the national interest with that goal, seek in war the solution to a 
problem that cannot be solved by peaceful means. 

A nation will also invite war if its diplomacy wrongly assesses the objec- 
tives of other nations and the power at their disposal. We have already 
pointed to the error of mistaking a policy of the status quo for a policy of 
imperialism; and vice versa, and of confounding one kind of imperialism with 
another.’ A nation that mistakes a policy of imperialism for a policy of the 
status quo will be unprepared to meet the threat to its own existence which 
the other nation’s policy entails. Its weakness will invite attack and may make 
war inevitable. A nation that mistakes a policy of the status quo for a policy 
of imperialism will evoke through its disproportionate reaction the very dan- 
ger of war which it is trying to avoid. For as A mistakes B’s policy for impe- 
rialism, so B might mistake A’s defensive reaction for imperialism. Thus both 
nations, each intent upon forestalling imaginary aggression from the other 
side, will rush to arms. Similarly, the confusion of one type of imperialism 
with another may call for disproportionate reaction and thus evoke the risk of 
war. 

As for the assessment of the power of other nations, either to overrate or 
to underrate it may be equally fatal to the cause of peace. By overrating the 
power of B, A may prefer to yield to B’s demands until, finally, A is forced to 
fight for its very existence under the most unfavorable conditions. By under- 
rating the power of B, A may become overconfident in its assumed superior- 
ity. A may advance demands and impose conditions upon B which the latter 
is supposedly too weak to resist. Not suspecting B’s actual power of resis- 
tance, A may be faced with the alternative of either retreating and conceding 
defeat or of advancing and risking war. 

A nation that seeks to pursue an intelligent and peaceful foreign policy 
cannot cease comparing its own objectives and the objectives of other nations 
in the light of their compatibility. If they are compatible, no problem arises. 
Hf they are not compatible, nation A must determine whether its objectives 





‘See pages 77 f., 106 ff. 
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are so vital to itself that they must be pursued despite that incompatibility 
with the objectives of B. If it is found that A’s vital interests can be safe- 
guarded without the attainment of these objectives, they ought to be aban- 
doned. On the other hand, if A finds that these objectives are essential for its 
vital interests, A must then ask itself whether B's objectives, incompatible 
with its own, are essential for B’s vital interests. If the answer seems to be in 
the negative, A must try to induce B to abandon its objectives, offering B 
equivalents not vital to A. In other words, through diplomatic bargaining, the 
give and take of compromise, a way must be sought by which the interests of 
A and B can be reconciled. 

Finally, if the incompatible objectives of A and B should prove to be vital 
to either side, a way might still be sought in which the vital interests of A 
and B might be redefined, reconciled, and their objectives thus made com- 
patible with each other. Here, however—even provided that both sides pur- 
sue intelligent and peaceful policies—A and B are moving dangerously close 
to the brink of war. 

It is the final task of an intelligent diplomacy, intent upon preserving 
. peace, to choose the appropriate means for pursuing its objectives. The means 
at the disposal of diplomacy are three: persuasion, compromise, and threat of 
force. No diplomacy relying only upon the threat of force can claim to be both 
intelligent and peaceful. No diplomacy that would stake everything on per- 
suasion and compromise deserves to be called intelligent. Rarely, if ever, in 
the conduct of the foreign policy of a great power is there justification for 
using only one method to the exclusion of the others. Generally, the diplo- 
matic representative of a great power, in order to be able to serve both the 
interests of his country and the interests of peace, must at the same time use 
persuasion, hold out the advantages of a compromise, and impress the other 
side with the military strength of his country. 

The art of diplomacy consists in putting the right emphasis at any partic- 
ular moment on each of these three means at its disposal. A diplomacy that 
has successfully discharged its other functions may well fail in advancing the 
national interest and preserving peace if it stresses persuasion when the give 
and take of compromise is primarily required by the circumstances of the 
case. A diplomacy that puts most of its eggs in the basket of compromise when 
the military might of the nation should be predominantly displayed, or 
stresses military might when the political situation calls for persuasion and 
compromise, will likewise fail. 


INSTRUMENTS OF DIPLOMACY 


These four tasks of diplomacy are the basic elements of which foreign policy 
consists everywhere and at all times. One might say that the chieftain of a 
primitive tribe maintaining political relations with a neighboring tribe will 
have to perform these four functions in order to be successful and preserve 
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peace. The need for the performance of these functions is as old and as wide- 
spread as international politics itself. Only the performance of these functions 
by organized agencies is of relatively recent origin. 

The organized instruments of diplomacy are two: the foreign offices in 
the capitals of the respective nations and the diplomatic representatives sent 
by the foreign offices to the capitals of foreign nations. The foreign office is 
the policy-forming agency, the brains of foreign policy where the impressions 
from the outside world are gathered and evaluated, where foreign policy is 
formulated, and where the impulses emanate which the diplomatic represen- 
tatives transform into actual foreign policy. While the foreign office is the 
brains of foreign policy, the diplomatic representatives are its eyes, ears, and 
mouth, its fingertips, and, as it were, its itinerant incarnations. The diplomat 
fulfills three basic functions for his government—symbolic, legal, and politi- 
cal. 


Symbolic Representation 


The diplomat is first of all the symbolic representative of his country. As such, 

he must continuously perform symbolic functions and expose himself to sym- 

bolic functions on the part of other diplomats and of the foreign government 
to which he is accredited. These functions serve to test, on the one hand, the 

prestige in which his nation is held abroad and, on the other, the prestige 

with which his own nation regards the country to whose government he is 

accredited. The American ambassador in London will, for instance, represent 
the President of the United States at the official functions to which he is 

invited and at those which he gives himself, such as state dinners, receptions, 

and the like. He extends and receives congratulations and condolences upon 

occasions joyful or sad for the nations concerned. He performs the symbolic: 
functions of the diplomatic ceremonial. 

As a significant example of the symbolic function of diplomacy, mention 
has been made of the lavish entertainment most diplomatic missions feel con- 
strained to offer to the members of the government to which they are accred- 
ited, to their fellow diplomats, and to the high society of the capital where 
they reside. This custom, which has been the object of much adverse com- 
ment in democratic countries, is not primarily the expression of a love for 
luxury on the part of the individual diplomats, but fulfills a special function in 
the scheme of diplomatic representation. 

While entertaining, the diplomat does not act for himself as an individ- 
ual, but as the symbolic representative of his country. It is the Soviet ambas- 
sador as such who invites guests to a reception in commemoration of the 
October Revolution of 1917. Through him (his identity is irrelevant for this 

symbolic purpose), it is the Soviet Union that entertains, celebrates, and tries 
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to impress its guests—as well as those who pointedly have not been invited— 
with its wealth and generosity. It is not by accident that in the thirties, after 
the Soviet Union had regained an important, yet suspect position in the so- 
ciety of nations, the parties given by the Soviet embassies throughout the 
world were famed for their lavishness and for the quantity and quality of food 
and drink. The purpose of this extravagance was not to show the bourgeois 
inhabitants of the Western world how well off the Russian people were. The 
purpose was rather to compensate for the political inferiority from which the 
Soviet Union had just barely escaped and into which it feared it might sink 
again. By instructing its diplomatic representatives to act in matters of enter- 
tainment as the equals, if not the betters, of their colleagues in foreign capi- 
tals, the Soviet Union—not unlike an upstart who has just crashed society— 
endeavored to demonstrate symbolically that it was at least as good a nation 
as any other. 


Legal Representation 


_The diplomat also acts as the legal representative of his government. He is 
the legal agent of his government in the same sense in which a domestic 
corporation with its seat in Wilmington, Delaware, is represented by legal 
agents in other states and cities. These agents act in the name of that legal 
fiction which we call a corporation, make declarations binding upon it, sign 
contracts obligating it, and act within the limits of the corporate charter as 
though they were the corporation. Similarly, the American ambassador in 
London performs in the name of the government of the United States the 
legal functions that the Constitution, the laws of the United States, and the 
orders of the government allow him to perform. He may be authorized to sign 
a treaty or to transmit and receive ratification documents by which a treaty 
already signed is brought into force. He gives legal protection to American 
citizens abroad. He may represent the United States at an international con- 
ference or in the agencies of the United Nations and cast his vote in the 
name, and according to the instructions, of his government. 


Political Representation 


The diplomat, together with the foreign office, shapes the foreign policy of 
his country. This is by far his most important function. As the foreign office 
is the nerve center of foreign policy, so are the diplomatic representatives its 
outlying fibers maintaining the two-way traffic between the center and the 
outside world. 

Upon the diplomats’ shoulders lie the main burden of discharging at 
least one of the four tasks of diplomacy discussed above: They must assess the 
objectives of other nations and the power actually and potentially available for 
the pursuit of these objectives. To that end, they must inform themselves of 
the plans of the government to which they are accredited, through direct 
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interrogation of government officials and political leaders, through canvassing 
the press and other mouthpieces of public opinion. Furthermore, they must 
evaluate the potential influence upon government policies of opposing trends 
within the government, political parties, and public opinion. 

A foreign diplomat in Washington must keep his government informed 
about the present and probable future attitude of the different branches of 
the United States government with regard to current problems of interna- 
tional affairs. He must appraise the importance for the development of foreign 
policy of different personalities in the government and the political parties. 
What stands are different Presidential candidates likely to take, in the event 
of their election, on the pending issues of foreign policy? What is the influ- 
ence of a certain columnist or commentator upon official policy and public 
opinion, and how representative of official thinking and of the trends in public 
opinion are his views? Such are some of the questions the diplomat must try 
to answer. Upon the reliability of his reports and the soundness of his judg- 
ment the success or failure of the foreign policy of his government and its 
ability to preserve peace may well depend. 

When it comes to evaluating the actual and potential power of a nation, 
the diplomatic mission takes on the aspects of a high-class and sub rosa spy 
organization. High-ranking members of the armed services are delegated to 
the different diplomatic missions where, as military, naval, and air attachés, 
they are responsible for accumulating, by whatever means are available, in- 
formation about actual and planned armaments, new weapons, the military 
potential, military organization, and the war plans of the countries concerned. 
Their services are supplemented by the commercial attachés, who collect in- 
formation about economic trends, industrial developments, and the location 
of industries, especially with regard to their bearing upon military prepared- 
ness. In this and many other respects too numerous to mention, the accuracy 
and soundness of the reports a government receives from its diplomatic mis- 
sions abroad are indispensable for the soundness of its own decisions. 

In this function of gathering information, especially secret information 
upon which the foreign policies of one’s own nation could be founded, lies 
the root of modern diplomacy. In the Middle Ages it was taken for granted 
that the special envoy of a prince traveling in a foreign country was a spy. 
When in the course of the fifteenth century the small Italian states started to 
make use of permanent diplomatic representatives in their relations with 
stronger states, they did so primarily for the purpose of receiving timely in- 
formation of aggressive intentions on the part of the latter. Even when in the 
sixteenth century permanent diplomatic missions had become general, diplo- 
mats were widely regarded as a nuisance and a liability for the receiving state. 
At the beginning of the seventeenth century Hugo Grotius, the founder of 
modern international law, went so far as to advocate their abolition. 

Diplomatic representatives are not merely the eyes and the ears that 
report the events of the outside world to the nerve center of foreign policy as 
the raw material for its decisions. Diplomatic representatives are also the 
mouth and the hands through which the impulses emanating from the nerve 
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center are transformed into words and actions. They must make the people 
among whom they live, and especially the mouthpieces of their public opinion 
and their political leaders, understand and, if possible, approve the foreign 
policy they represent. For this task of “selling” a foreign policy, the personal 
appeal of the diplomat and his understanding of the psychology of the foreign 
people are essential prerequisites. 

In the performance of the peace-preserving functions of persuasion, ne- 
gotiations, and threat of force, the diplomatic representative plays an out- 
standing part. His foreign office can give him instructions concerning the ob- 
jectives pursued and the means to be employed. Yet for the execution of 
these instructions it must rely upon the judgment and the skill of the diplo- 
matic representative himself. The foreign office can tell its representative to 
use persuasion or to threaten force or to avail himself of both tactics simulta- 
neously, but must leave to the representative's discretion how and when to 
make use of those techniques. How persuasive an argument will be, what 
advantages a negotiated agreement will yield, what impression the threat of 
force will make, how effectively emphasis is placed upon one or the other of 
. these techniques—all this lies in the hands of the diplomat, who has it in his 
power to bungle a good, and avoid the worst consequences of a bad, foreign 
policy. We have mentioned the spectacular contributions great diplomatists 
have made to the power of their nations.* Their contributions to the cause of 
peace are no less important. 


THE DECLINE OF DIPLOMACY 


Today diplomacy no longer performs the role, often spectacular and brilliant 
and always important, that it performed from the end of the Thirty Years’ 
War to the beginning of the First World War. The decline of diplomacy set 
in with the end of the First World War. In the twenties, a few outstanding 
diplomatists were still able to make important contributions to the foreign 
policies of their countries. In the decade preceding the Second World War, 
the part diplomats took in shaping foreign policy became even smaller, and 
the decline of diplomacy as a technique of conducting foreign affairs became 
more and more patent. Since the end of the Second World War, diplomacy 
has lost its vitality, and its functions have withered away to such an extent as 
is without precedent in the history of the modern state system. Five factors 
account for that decline. 


Development of Communications 


The most obvious of these factors is the development of modern communica- 
tions. Diplomacy owes its rise in part to the absence of speedy communica- 
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tions in a period when the governments of the new territorial states main- 
tained continuous political relations with each other. Diplomacy owes its 
decline in part to the development of speedy and regular communications in 
the form of the satellite, the airplane, the radio, the telegraph, the teletype, 
the long-distance telephone. 

When at any time before the First World War the governments of the 
United States and of Great Britain wanted to enter into negotiations, it was 
indispensable for them to have permanent representatives, endowed with a 
great deal of discretion, in London and Washington to carry on the negotia- 
tions. These permanent representatives were necessary because the facilities 
for transmitting rapidly and continuously detailed messages were cumber- 
some, and, more particularly, because the time consumed by travel made 
personal consultations impossible without disrupting the negotiations. Today - 
an official of the State Department needs only to converse over the transatlan- 
tic telephone with his counterpart in the British Foreign Office or with the 
American ambassador in London, or to board a transatlantic plane in the eve- 
ning to start negotiations in London the next morning. Whenever direct con- 
sultations with his government become necessary, a day is all he needs to 
cross and recross the Atlantic, inform his government of the latest develop- 
ments, and receive its instructions. 

Only a quarter of a century ago, it would have been unthinkable for the 
Secretary of State to absent himself from Washington for weeks in order to 
participate in an international conference or visit foreign capitals. Now, when 
he is absent from the capital he remains in continuous contact with the State 
Department through telephone and radio, and an overnight trip will bring 
him back to Washington on a moment's notice. Thus as 2 rule important ne- 
gotiations are carried on, not by diplomatic representatives, but by special 
delegates who may be the foreign ministers themselves or high officials of the . 
foreign offices or technical experts. The modern technology of communica- 
tions has made “shuttle diplomacy” possible. 


Depreciation of Diplomacy 


These technological developments are, however, not solely responsible for 
the discard into which the traditional methods of diplomacy have fallen. To 
the technological ability to part with the services of diplomacy must be added 
the conviction that those services ought to be parted with because they not 
only contribute nothing to the cause of peace, but actually endanger it. This 
conviction grew in the same soil that nourished the conception of power pol- 
itics as an accident of history to be eliminated at will.‘ - 

That conviction and this conception both recognize the intimate relation 
between power politics and the functions of diplomacy, and in this they are 
right. The emergence of diplomacy as an institution coincides with the rise of 
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the nation state and, hence, with the appearance of international relations in 
the modern sense. The contemporary emergence of diplomacy and the mod- 
ern state system is, however, more than a mere coincidence. If there is to be 
intercourse at all among sovereign nations with the goal of creating and main- 
taining at least a modicum of order and peace in international affairs, that 
intercourse must be carried on by permanent agents. The opposition to, and 
depreciation of, diplomacy is then but a peculiar manifestation of hostility to 
the modern state system and the kind of international politics it has produced. 

It is indeed true that the diplomat has been held morally in low esteem 
throughout modern history, and not only by those who thought that there was 
an easy way of eliminating the struggle for power from the international 
scene. The diplomat’s reputation for deviousness and dishonesty is as old as 
diplomacy itself. Well known is the definition of a diplomat, attributed to Sir 
Henry Wotton, an English ambassador at the beginning of the seventeenth 
century, as “an honest man sent abroad to lie for his country.” When Metter- 
nich was informed of the death of the Russian ambassador at the Congress of 
Vienna, he is reported to have exclaimed: “Ah, is that true? What may have 
- been his motive?” 

The modern version of that depreciation of diplomacy attaches special 
importance to one particular aspect of the diplomatic technique— its secrecy. 
During and after the First World War, wide currency was given to the opin- 
ion that the secret machinations of diplomats shared a great deal, if not the 
major portion, of responsibility for that war, that the secrecy of diplomatic 
negotiations was an atavistic and dangerous residue from the aristocratic past, 
and that international negotiations carried on and concluded under the watch- 
ful eyes of a peaceloving public opinion could not but further the cause of 


Woodrow Wilson was the most eloquent spokesman of this new philoso- 
phy of international affairs. The Preamble to and the first of his Fourteen 
Points are the classic statement of the new philosophy. The Preamble to the 
Fourteen Points states: 


It will be our wish and purpose that the processes of peace, when they are begun, 
shall be absolutely open, and that they shall involve and permit henceforth no 
secret understandings of any kind. The day of conquest and aggrandizement is 
gone by; so is also the day of secret covenants entered into in the interest of 
particular governments, and likely at some unlooked-for moment to upset the 
peace of the world. It is this happy fact, now clear to the view of every public 
man whose thoughts do not still linger in an age that is dead and gone, which 
makes it possible for every nation whose purposes are consistent with justice and 
the peace of the world to avow, now or at any other time, the objects it has in 
view. The first point reads: “Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after 
which there shall be no private international understandings of any kind, but 
diplomacy shall proceed always frankly and in the public view.’ 


"Selected Addresses and Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, edited by Albert Bushnell Hart 
(New York: Boni and Liveright, Inc., 1918), pp. 247—8. 
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Diplomacy by Parliamentary Procedures 


It was in deference to this new philosophy that after the First World War the 
statesmen of the world began to depart from the established pattern of diplo- 
macy. They created in the League of Nations and later in the United Nations 
a new type of diplomatic intercourse: diplomacy by parliamentary procedure. 
International problem. requiring solution are put on the agenda of the delib- 
erative bodies of these organizations. The delegates of the different gov- 
ernments discuss the merits of the problem in public debate. A vote taken 
in accordance with the constitution of the organization disposes of the 
matter. 

This method has been employed before by special conferences, such as 
the Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907. As an over-all method of 
dealing with international problems, it was employed for the first time by the 
League of Nations. Its use by that organization was, however, apparent rather 
than real. The public discussions of the Council and the Assembly of the 
League were as a rule carefully rehearsed, especially when political matters 
were under consideration. A solution to which all could agree was generally 
sought and often found by the traditional means of secret negotiations, pre- 
ceding the public meetings. The latter, then, simply gave the delegates of the 
nations concerned an opportunity of restating their positions for public con- 
sumption and of ratifying, in compliance with the provisions of the Covenant, 
the agreement secretly reached. 

The United Nations, on the contrary, has taken seriously the parliamen- 
tary methods of transacting the business of diplomacy. It has developed the 
new methods of United Nations diplomacy, whose purpose it is to recreate 
for every issue coming to a vote in the General Assembly the two-thirds ma- 
jority required by the Charter.* Generally speaking, the aim of the new di- 
plomacy of the United Nations is not the settlement of an issue dividing the 
members, but the line-up of a two-thirds majority to outvote the other side. 
It is a vote at which its processes aim and in which they culminate. 

The trend toward public parliamentary procedures instead of traditional 
diplomatic negotiations, of which the operations of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations are typical, has also affected the postwar international 
conferences which by composition, issues, and objectives most closely resem- 
ble the diplomatic gatherings of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 
The Paris Peace Conference of 1946, attended by twenty-one nations, oper- 
ated in the full light of publicity and duplicated in its procedures the pattern 
established by the deliberative agencies of the United Nations. The Foreign 
Ministers’ Conferences, composed of the foreign ministers of France, Great 
Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States, which tried to dispose of 
the legacy of the Second World War, have debated and voted either in full 
public view or behind the transparent screen of semisecrecy which allowed 


"See the discussion of United Nations diplomacy on pages 477 ff. 
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the public to follow the main phases of the debate as reported by the different 
delegations to the correspondents of the press. 

However, the ease of communications, the condemnation of secret diplo- 
macy, and the new parliamentary diplomacy cannot fully account for this 
over-all disintegration of diplomacy. Two additional factors must share respon- 
sibility for the decline: the peculiarly untraditional approach of the two super- 
powers to the issues of international politics, and the very nature of world 
politics in the second half of the twentieth century. 


The Superpowers: Newcomers to Diplomacy 


In its formative years the United States benefited from the services of an 
unusually brilliant diplomacy. From the Jacksonian era on, the eminent qual- 
ities of Americn diplomacy disappeared as the need for them seemed to dis- 
appear. When the need for an active American foreign policy became mani- 
fest in the late 1930's there was nothing to build on but a mediocre foreign 
_ service, the condemnation of power politics and of secret diplomacy trans- 

formed into moral indignation at “aggressor nations,” and the tradition of the 
big stick, which had worked so well in the Western Hemisphere. Thus it was 
the improvisations of Franklin D. Roosevelt alone, guided at times by an 
intuitive grasp of the international realities, that kept American foreign policy 
in tune with American interests. 

In that decisive period neither the Secretary of State nor the permanent 
staff of the State Department nor the diplomatic representatives abroad ex- 
erted more than a subordinate influence upon the conduct of American for- 
eign policy. When Roosevelt, who for twelve years had almost single-hand- 
edly made American foreign policy, left the scene, there was no man or group 
of men capable of creating and operating that intricate and subtle machinery 
by which traditional diplomacy had given peaceful protection and furtherance 
to the national interest. Nor could that small group of able and devoted public 
servants who knew what foreign policy was all about rely upon the public 
understanding of, and popular support for, the rational and intricate processes 
of foreign policy, without which foreign policy in a democracy cannot be suc- 
cessfully conducted. 

For quite different reasons the Soviet Union has found it difficult to de- 
velop adequate instruments for diplomatic intercourse. The Bolshevist Revo- 
lution of 1917 destroyed the Russian diplomatic service, which could look 
back upon a long tradition and had a number of brilliant achievements to its 
credit. The few old-school diplomats who were retained in office after the 
Revolution and the new diplomats of talent who rose from the ranks of the 
revolutionaries had little opportunity to prove themselves. The hostility be- 
tween the Soviet Union and most other nations and the resulting isolation of 
the Soviet Union prevented the conduct of normal diplomatic relations. 

Furthermore, the Russian diplomat is the emissary of a totalitarian gov- 
ernment that punishes failure, or even too much discretion in interpreting 


574 Peace Through Accommodation 


official orders, at least with loss of office. In consequence, postrevolutionary 
Russian diplomats have traditionally—and more than ever since the conclu- 
sion of the Second World War—-conceived of their task as the transmission of 
the proposals of their governments, which other governments might accept or 
reject as they see fit. Counterproposals and other new elements in the nego- 
tiations cal] for new instruments from the foreign office. The content of these 
new instruments is again submitted to the other governments, which may 
take it or leave it, and so forth, until the patience of one or the other or of all 
parties is exhausted. Such a procedure destroys all the virtues of diplomatic 
negotiations, such as quick adaptation to new situations, clever use of a psy- 
chological opening, retreat and advance as the situation may require, persua- 
sion, the quid pro quo of bargaining, and the like. Diplomatic intercourse, as_ . 
practiced by the new Russian diplomacy, resembles nothing so much as a 
series of military orders relayed from the high command—the foreign office— 
to the field commanders—the diplomatic representatives—who in turn com- 
municate the terms of agreement to the enemy. 

A diplomat whose main concern must be to retain the approval of his 
superiors is usually only too eager to report what the latter would like to hear, 
regardless of whether the report is true. This tendency to bend the truth to 
the wishes of the foreign office and to paint the facts in favorable colors is 
found in all diplomatic services; for compliance enhances security in office and 
increases the chance for adyancement. 


The Nature of Contemporary World Politics 


What is lacking in this explanation of the decline of diplomacy in our time is 
supplied by the very nature of contemporary world politics. Imbued with the | 
crusading spirit of the new moral force of nationalistic universalism, and both 
tempted and frightened by the potentialities of total war, two superpowers, 
the centers of two gigantic power blocs, have faced each other in inflexible 
opposition. They could not retreat without giving up what they considered 
vital to them. They could not advance without risking combat. Persuasion, 
then, was tantamount to trickery, compromise meant treason, and the threat 
of force spelled war. 

Given the nature of the power relations between the United States and 
the Soviet Union, and given the states of mind these two superpowers used 
to bring to bear upon their mutual relations, diplomacy had little with which 
to operate and tended to become obsolete. Under such moral and political 
conditions, it was not the sensible, flexible, and versatile mind of the diplo- 
mat, but the rigid, relentless, and one-track mind of the crusader that guided 
the destiny of nations. The crusading mind knows nothing of persuasion and 
compromise. It knows only of victory and of defeat. 

The moralistic fanaticism that has thus been injected into the conduct of 
foreign policy would endanger the national interests, rationally understood, of 
the nations concerned under any circumstances. The religious wars of the 
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sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the Napoleonic wars of the turn of the 
eighteenth century, the cold war following the Second World War are cases 
in point. That fanaticism has become particularly absurd and self-destructive 
in our period of history. That period is distinguished from preceding history 
by the need for a reformulation of the national interest in transcendent rather 
than exclusive terms. Traditionally and in considerable measure still today, 
satisfaction of the national interest of A is tantamount to the dissatisfaction of 
the national interest of B. Hence, the national interest of A can be promoted 
only at the risk of conflict with B. Modern technological developments have 
brought about a fundamental change in that relationship. To an ever greater 
extent, certain national interests of A must not be pursued at the expense of 
B but, quite to the contrary, their satisfaction will benefit B as well. Take, as 
spectacular examples, the control of peaceful nuclear power, the nonprolifer- 
ation of nuclear weapons, the avoidance of nuclear war, the production and 
distribution of technologically essential natural resources, the adequate pro- 
duction and distribution of food, the control of population growth, the pres- 
_ ervation of the natural environment. The satisfaction of the national interests 
of A is, first of all, possible only through co-operation with B and, secondly, 
A’s benefits are dependent not upon B’s disadvantages but upon B's benefits 
as well. In other words, A’s national interests can be satisfied only through 
the simultaneous satisfaction of B's national interests. In order to be satisfied 
they must transcend A’s exclusivity and comprise B’s interests as well. 

Thus diplomacy has here the new task of creating and maintaining new 
institutions and procedures through which the new common interests of na- 
tions can be pursued. If the task were hopeless and if war were inevitable, 
this book might end here. If war is not inevitable, the conditions for the 
revival of diplomacy and for its successful operation in the service of peace 
remain to be considered. 


32 


The Future of 
Diplomacy 


HOW CAN DIPLOMACY BE REVIVED? 


The revival of diplomacy requires the elimination of the factors, or at least of 
some of their consequences, responsible for the decline of the traditional dip- 
lomatic practices. Priority in this respect belongs to the depreciation of diplo- 
macy and its corollary: diplomacy by parliamentary procedures. In so far as 
that depreciation is only the result of the depreciation of power politics, what 
we have said about the latter should suffice for the former.’ Diplomacy, how- 
ever morally unattractive its business may seem to many, is nothing but a 
symptom of the struggle for power among sovereign nations, which try to 
maintain orderly and peaceful relations among themselves. If there were a - 
way of banning the struggle for power from the international scene, diplomacy 
would disappear of itself. If order and anarchy, peace and war, were matters 
of no concern to the nations of the world, they could dispense with diplo- 
macy, prepare for war, and hope for the best. If nations who are sovereign, 
who are supreme within their territories with no superior above them, want 
to preserve peace and order in their relations, they must try to persuade, 
negotiate, and exert pressure upon each other. That is to say, they must en- 
gage in, cultivate, and rely upon diplomatic procedures. | 

The new parliamentary diplomacy is no substitute for these procedures. 
On the contrary, it tends to aggravate rather than mitigate international con- 
flicts and leaves the prospect for peace dimmed rather than brightened. Three 
essential qualities of the new diplomacy are responsible for these unfortunate 
results: its publicity, its major votes, and its fragmentation of international 
issues. 


‘See pages 37 ff. 
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The Vice of Publicity 


Much of the confusion attending discussion of the problem of secret diplo- 
macy results from the failure to distinguish between two separate aspects of 
the problem: between “open covenants” and “covenants openly arrived at,” 
between publicity for the results of diplomatic negotiations and publicity for 
the diplomatic negotiations themselves. Disclosure of the results of diplomatic 
negotiations is required by the principles of democracy, for without it there 
can be no democratic control of foreign policy. Yet publicity for the negotia- 
tions themselves is not required by democracy and runs counter to the re- 
quirements of common sense. It takes only common sense derived from daily 
experience to realize that it is impossible to negotiate in public on anything 
in which parties other than the negotiators are interested. This impossibility 
derives from the very nature of negotiation and from the social context in 
which negotiations generally operate. 

It is a common characteristic of negotiations that they are started by each 
side with maximum demands, which are whittled down in a process of per- 
.suasion, bargaining, and pressures until both sides meet on a level below the 
one from which they started. The saving grace of negotiations is the result 
that satisfies the demands of either side, at least up to a point, and tends to 
strengthen amity between the parties by demonstrating in the act of agree- 
ment the existence of identical or complementary interests binding them to- 
gether. On the other hand, the process leading up to the result reveals the 
parties in roles in which they would rather not be remembered by their fel- 
lows. There are more edifying spectacles than the bluffing, blustering, hag- 
gling, and deceiving, the real weakness and pretended strength, which go 
with horse-trading and the drive for a bargain. To publicize such negotiations 
is tantamount to destroying, or at least impairing, the bargaining position of 
the parties in any further negotiations in which they might be engaged with 
other parties. 

Not only will their bargaining positions suffer. Their social status, their 
prestige, and their power will face irreparable damage if publicity attends 
_ these negotiations, uncovering their weakness and unmasking their pretenses. 
Competitors for the gains the negotiators seek will take advantage of what the 
public negotiations have revealed to them. They will do so not only in further 
negotiations with the parties, but also in their over-all calculations, plans, and 
dispositions, which take into account the qualities and potentialities of all par- 
ticipants in the competitjon. 

It is for these reasons that in a free market no seller will carry on public 
negotiations with a buyer; no landlord with a tenant; no institution of higher 
learning with its staff. No candidate for office will negotiate in public with his 
backers; no public official with his colleagues; no politician with his fellow 
politicians. How then, are we to expect that nations are able and willing to 
do what no private individual would think of doing? 

The disadvantage to which nations would be put by the publicity of their 
negotiations is further increased by the fact that the audience witnessing the 
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spectacle of public international negotiations comprises not only a limited 
number of interested parties, but the whole world. More particularly, the 
governments concerned negotiate under the watchful eyes of their own peo- 
ples and, especially when they are democratically elected, in full view of the 
oposition. No government that wants to stay in power or simply retain the 
respect of its people can afford to give up publicly part of what it had declared 
at the outset to be just and necessary, to retreat from a position initially held, 
to concede at least the partial justice of the other side's claims. Heroes, not 
horsetraders, are the idols of public opinion. Public opinion, while dreading 
war, demands that its diplomats act as heroes who do not yield in the face of 
the enemy, even at the risk of war, and condemns as weaklings and traitors 
those who yield, albeit only halfway, for the sake of peace. 

Furthermore, traditional diplomacy used to transact the business of state 
in a language and with manners well fitted for its purpose. The aim of diplo- 
macy then was to promote the national interest with moderation and leave 
the door open for compromise in the form of a negotiated settlement. Mea- 
sured words and formalized phrases, used in those transactions, committed 
the speaker to nothing or to just as much as he was willing to make good. 
These phrases and formalities are empty of, or in any case vague in, meaning 
and hence are susceptible to all kinds of interpretations in support of what- 
ever policy or settlement seems to be advantageous in the end. They are also 
polite and, hence, make it easy for those who use them to get along with each 
other, however grave the issues may be that separate nations. In sum, they 
are the perfect instrument of the subtle, cautious, moderate, conciliatory ne- 
gotiator. 

Public diplomacy and its advocates can have nothing but contempt for 
such an instrument, which, so they think, belongs to a bygone age of aristo- 
cratic snobbery and moral indifference. Crusaders for the right—and that is 
what public diplomats are supposed to be—do not speak like that. Seated on 
a stage with the world as their audience, the public diplomats speak to the 
world rather than to each other. Their aim is not to persuade each other that 
they could find common ground for agreement, but to persuade the world 
and especially their own nations that they are right and the other side is 
wrong and that they are and always will remain staunch defenders of the 
right. 

No man who has taken such a stand before the attentive eyes and ears of 
the world can in full public view agree to a compromise without looking like 
a fool and a knave. He must take himself at his public word and must stand 
unyieldingly “on principle,” the favored phrase of public diplomacy, rather 
than on negotiation and compromise. He must defend the position initially 
taken, and so must the other side. Neither side being able to retreat or ad- 
vance, a “phony war” of positions ensues. Both sides oppose each other in- 
flexibly, each side knowing that the other wil] not and cannot move. To offer 
the public some semblance of activity, they fire into the air the empty shells 
of words, which explode noisily and, as everybody knows, are aimed at noth- 
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ing. It is only in mutual vituperation that the minds of the delegates meet. 
When the delegates finally part, embittered and frustrated, they reach, how- 
ever indignantly, an agreement of sorts at last on one point: the other side 
has engaged in propaganda. It so happens that on this point both sides are 
right. 

This degeneration of diplomatic intercourse into a propaganda match is, 
then, the inevitable concomitant of the publicity of the new diplomacy. Not 
only is a publicly conducted diplomacy unable to reach agreement or even to 
negotiate for the purpose of reaching agreement, but each public meeting 
leaves international matters in a worse state than before. For each propaganda 
match strengthens the conviction of the different delegates and of their na- 
tions that they are absolutely right and that the other side is absolutely wrong 
and that the gap separating them is too deep and wide to be bridged by the 
traditional methods of diplomacy. There is much wisdom in the plea which 
the Secretary General of the United Nations made in his report of 1956, elab- 
orated in the report of 1959, to “give greater emphasis to the United Nations 
as an instrument for negotiation of settlements, as distinct from the mere 
debate of issues.” 


The Vice of Majority Decision 


The evil wrought by the public conduct of diplomacy is compounded by the 
attempt to decide issues by majority vote. In the General Assembly of the 
United Nations, this method has developed into the pattern of at least two- 
thirds of the members trying to vote down the rest. That this method of 
conducting the business of diplomacy has made no direct contribution to the 
peaceful settlement of a single outstanding issue is obvious from the results. 
For instance, the Soviet bloc was voted down time and again on the Korean 
issue. Yet the voting in the General Assembly was relevant for the settlement 
of the Korean issue only in so far as it demonstrated the voting strength, and 
thereby enhanced the political strength, of the Western bloc and enabled the 
nations supporting the United Nations action in Korea to act in unison vis-a- 
' vis the Soviet bloc. Beyond that indirect contribution in terms of increasing 
the strength of one sde, the voting contributed nothing to the settlement of 
the Korean issue. That issue was settled on the battlefield and in diplomatic 
negotiations between East and West, not in the chamber of the General As- 
sembly. The reason why the outvoting of an opponent in a deliberative inter- 
national body is a useless and may even be a mischievous undertaking, aside 
from its occasional use for strengthening a particular group, is to be found in 
the very nature of international society in contrast to national societies. 

When the Congress of the United States votes down a minority, it ac- 
tually decides the issue for the time being. It is able to do so for four reasons, 
all of which are absent on the international scene. 

1. The parliamentary majority vote is an integral part of a whole system 
of devices for peaceful change, each being able to operate in supplementation 
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or support of, or as a corrective upon, the others, and all limited and co- 
ordinated by the Constitution. The minority and the majority in Congress 
make up an integrated society. Aside from deliberative bodies deciding by 
majority vote, the national society has created a series of devices, such as the 
presidential veto and judicial review, by which the majority vote can be ov- 
erridden and the minority can be protected against unconstitutional use and 
arbitrary misuse of the majority vote. Behind a majority decision as well as 
behind the defeated minority stands the whole moral and political power of 
the national community, ready to enforce a decision of the majority and to 
protect the minority against injustice and abuse. 

2. The instrumentalities of peaceful change which operate within the na- 
tional community give the minority a chance to become a majority sometime _ 
in the future. That chance is inherent in the device of periodical elections and 
in the dynamics of the social process, which produce ever new alignments 
and distributions of power. These dynamics also see to it that a minority in a 
deliberative assembly is never a minority in all the respects important to it. 
A group may be a religious minority, outvoted in issues of this kind, but may 
be part of the economic majority determining economic legislation, and so 
forth. 

3. The numerical relation between minority and majority is at least an 
approximation to the actual distribution of power and interests within the 
whole population. When the House of Representatives votes a motion 
down—say, 270 to 60— it is generally safe to assume that only a relatively 
small minority of the American people is identified with the defeated mea- 
sure. 

4. While in Congress each vote cast counts for one, it is of course true, 
politically speaking, that all votes are not of equal weight. The negative vote 
of a powerful committee chairman, industrialist, farmer, or labor leader with 
respect to a piece of legislation affecting tie interests of his respective group 
may well have a bearing upon the political, economic, or social consequences 
that the majority intended the piece of legislation to have. Yet even the most 
powerful single vote in Congress represents but a smal! fraction of the total 
power of the American people. : 

None of these four factors that make possible the contribution of the 
majority vote to domestic peaceful change operates on the international 
scene. 

1. The majority vote is the sole device for compulsory peaceful change 
within the framework of the United Nations.. There is no constitution, no 
presidential veto, no compulsory judicial review, no bill of rights, imposing 
substantive and procedural restraints upon the majority and protecting the 
minority against injustice and abuse. Nor is there a community imposing 
moral restraints upon majority and minority alike and able to enforce the 
decision of the majority against a recalcitrant minority. The majority can out- 





*See also the general discussion of peaceful change, Chapter 26. - 
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vote the minority as often as its wants to and on any issue it chooses, and the 
minority can protect itself with the veto and its power against any majority 
decision it wants to annul. 

2. A minority in the United Nations is likely, especially under present 
political conditions, to be a permanent one. For the same reason, its minority 
status is:‘bound to extend to certain questions of major importance. The two- 
bloc system, modified by the independent position of China and the Third 
World Nations, that dominates contemporary world politics leads to perman- 
ant alignments on either side of the divide. The tension between the two 
blocs transforms the majority of issues into political ones. When such issues 
come to a vote, the adherents of the two blocs are likely to split along the 
line separating the blocs. 

3. The numerical relation between a minority and a two-thirds majority 
in the General Assembly obviously does not of necessity correspond to the 
actual distribution of power and interests among the members of the United 
Nations, nor does the vote of the most powerful members of the General 
Assembly represent a relatively small fraction of the total power of the com- 
‘munity of nations. An overwhelming majority composed of all the small na- 
tions of Africa, Asia, Europe, and Latin America means little in terms of 
power as compared with the one vote of the United States or the Soviet 
Union. 

To outvote habitually a powerful minority in a deliberative international 
agency, while it may have been a potent weapon in the Cold War, does not 
contribute to the preservation of peace. For the minority cannot accept the 
decision of the majority and the majority cannot enforce its decision short of 
war. At best, parliamentary procedures transferred to the international scene 
leave things as they are; they leave problems unsolved and issues unsettled. 
At worst, however, these procedures poison the international climate and ag- 
gravate the conflicts that carry the seeds of war. They provide a majority with 
an opportunity to humiliate the minority in public and as often as it wishes. 
In the form of the veto, the corollary of the majority vote in a society of 
sovereign nations, these procedures provide the minority with a weapon with 
which to obstruct the will of the majority and to prevent the international 
agency from functioning at all. Neither the majority nor the minority needs 
to use self-restraint or be aware of its responsibility to the international orga- 
nization or to humanity, since what either side votes for or against cannot, as 
such, influence the course of events. For one group of sovereign nations to 
vote down habitually another group of sovereign nations is, then, to engage 
in a puerile game that can accomplish nothing for the peaceful settlement of 
international conflicts, but may well carry mankind further down the road to 
war. 


The Vice of Fragmentation 


The decision by majority vote implies the third of the vices that stand in the 
way of a revival of the traditional diplomatic practices: the fragmentation of 
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international issues. By its very nature, the majority vote is concerned with 
an isolated case. The facts of life to be dealt with by the majority decision are 
artificially separated from the facts that precede, accompany, and follow them, 
and are transformed into a legal “case” or a political “issue” to be disposed of 
as such by the majority decision. In the domestic field, this procedure is not 
necessarily harmful. Here the majority decision of a deliberative body oper- 
ates within the context of an intricate system of devices for peaceful change, 
supplementing, supporting, or checking each other, as the case may be, but 
in any case attuned to each other in a certain measure and thus giving the 
individual decisions coherence with each other and with the whole social 
system. 

On the international scene, no such system of integrating factors exists. 
Consequently, it is particularly inadequate here to take up one “case” or “is- ° 
sue” after the other and to try to dispose of them by a succession of majority 
votes. A case or issue, such as the Middle East or Berlin, is always a particular 
phase and manifestation of a much larger situation. Such a case or issue is 
rooted in the historic past and extends its ramifications beyond its particular 
locale and into the future. Our discussion of the relations between disputes 
and tensions has given us an indication of the intimate relations that exist 
between the surface phenomena of international conflicts and those large and 
undefined problems which are buried deep under the surface of the daily 
occurrences of international life.* To deal with cases and issues as they arise, 
and to try to dispose of them according to international law or political expe- 
diency, is to deal with surface phenomena and leave the underlying problems 
unconsidered and unsolved. The League of Nations fell victim to that vice, 
and the United Nations has been heedless of the League's experience. 

For instance, there is no doubt that the League of Nations was right, 
according to international law, in expelling the Soviet Union in 1939 because ° 
of its attack upon Finland. But the political and military problems with which 
the Soviet Union confronted the world neither began with its attack on Fin- 
land nor ended there; it was unwise for the League to pretend that such was 
the case and to decide the issue on that pretense. History has proved the 
unwisdom of that pretense, for only Sweden's refusal to allow British and 
French troops to pass through Swedish territory in order to come to the aid 
of Finland saved Great Britain and France from being at war with Germany 
and the Soviet Union at the same time. Whenever the League of Nations 
endeavored to deal with political situations presented as legal issues, it could 
deal with them only as isolated cases according to the applicable rules of in- 
ternational law, not as particular phases of an over-all political situation which 
required an over-all solution according to the rules of the political art. Hence, 
political problems were never solved, but only tossed about and finally 
shelved according to the rules of the legal game. 


*See pages 465 ff. 
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What was true of the League of Nations has already proved to be true of 
the United Nations. In its approach to many of the issues brought before its 
political agencies, the United Nations has remained faithful to the tradition 
established by the League of Nations. These cases have provided opportuni- 
ties for exercisé in parliamentary procedure and just that chicanery for which 
traditional diplomacy has so often been reproached, but only on rare occasions 
has even an attempt been made to face the political issues of which these 
situations are the surface manifestations. 

The special political conferences of the postwar period have repeated the 
pattern of fragmentation established by the League of Nations and the United 
Nations. They have dealt, for instance, with Korea, German unification, or 
disarmament. None of these conferences has faced the problem of which all 
these issues are particular phases and manifestations and upon whose solution 
the settlement of these issues depends: the problem of the over-all relations 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. Since they were unwilling 
to come to grips with the fundamental problem of international politics, they 
were unable to settle any of the particular issues on which they concentrated 
‘ their attention. 

This failure of contemporary diplomacy even to see the problem upon 
whose solution the preservation of peace depends, let alone to try to solve it, 
is the inevitable result of the methods it has employed. A diplomacy that, 
instead of speaking in conciliatory terms to the other side, addresses the 
world for purposes of propaganda; that, instead of negotiating with compro- 
mise as its goal, strives for the cheap triumphs of futile majority decisions and 
of obstructive vetoes; that, instead of facing the primary problem, is satisfied 
with manipulating the secondary ones—such a diplomacy is a liability rather 
than an asset for the cause of peace. 

These three essential vices of contemporary diplomacy are aggravated by 
the misuse of modern communications. The conquest of time and space by 
modern technology has inevitably reduced the importance of diplomatic rep- 
resentation. Yet it has by no means made necessary the confusion of function 
between the foreign office and diplomatic representation which is character- 
istic of contemporary diplomacy. A secretary of state or foreign minister is 
physically able to converse with any foreign capital within a few minutes’ time 
by way of modern communications and to reach it in person within a few days 
at the most. Thus the tendency has grown for the men responsible for the 
conduct of foreign affairs to assume the role of roving ambassadors, hurrying 
from one conference to another, stopping in between conferences for a short 
while at the foreign office, and using their time there in preparation for the 
next meeting. The men who are supposed to be the brains of diplomacy, its 
nerve center, fulfill at best the functions of the nerve ends. In consequence, 
there is a void at the center. There is nobody who faces the over-all problem 
of international politics and sees all the particular issues as phases and mani- 
festations of the whole. Instead, each specialist in the foreign office deals with 
the particular problems belonging to his specialty, and the fragmentation of 
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the conduct of foreign affairs to which the techniques of contemporary diplo- 
macy lend themselves is powerfully supported by the lack of over-all direction 
of foreign affairs. 


THE PROMISE OF DIPLOMACY: ITS NINE RULES* 


Diplomacy could revive if it would part with these vices, which in recent 
years have well-nigh destroyed its usefulness, and if it would restore the tech- 
niques which have controlled the mutual relations of nations since time im- 
memorial. By doing so, diplomacy would realize only one of the preconditions 
for the preservation of peace. The contribution of a revived dipomacy to the 
cause of peace would depend upon the methods and purposes of its use. The ° 
discussion of these uses is the last task we have set ourselves in this book. 

We have already formulated the four main tasks with which a foreign 
policy must cope successfully in order to be able to promote the national 
interest and preserve peace. It remains for us now to reformulate those tasks 
in the light of the special problems with which contemporary world politics 
confronts diplomacy. We have seen that the bipolar system, which is the 
dominant and distinctive element of contemporary world politics, carries with 
it potentialities for enormous evil and enormous good. We have quoted the 
French philosopher Fénelon to the effect that the opposition of two approxi- 
mately equal nations constitutes the ideal system of the balance of power. We 
found that the beneficial results Fénelon expected from the bipolar system 
have failed to attend the opposition between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. 

Finally, we saw the main reason for this threatening aspect of contem- 
porary world politics in the character of modern war, which has changed pro-' 
foundly under the impact of nationalistic universalism and modern technol- 
ogy. The effects of modern technology cannot be undone. The only variable 
that remains subject to deliberate manipulation is the new moral force of na- 
tionalistic universalism. The attempt to reverse the trend toward war through 
the techniques of a revived diplomacy must start with this phenomenon. That 
means, in negative terms, that a revived diplomacy will have a chance to 
preserve peace only when it is not used as the instrument of a political reli- 
gion aiming at universal dominion. 


Four Fundamental Rules 


Diplomacy Must Be Divested of the Crusading Spirit 
This is the first of the rules that diplomacy can neglect only at the risk of 
war. In the words of William Graham Sumner: 


“We by no means intend to give here an exhaustive account of rules of diplomacy. We pro- 
pose to discuss only those which seem to have a special bearing upon the contemporary situation. 
5See pages 384-5. | 


—_ 
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If you want war, nourish a doctrine. Doctrines are the most frightful tyrants to 
which men ever are subject, because doctrines get inside of a man’s own reason: 
and betray him against himself. Civilized men have done their fiercest fighting 
for doctrines. The reconquest of the Holy Sepulcher, “the balance of power,” “no 
universal dominion,” “trade follows the flag,” “he who holds the land will hold 
the sea,” “the throne and the altar,” the revolution, the faith—these are the 
things for which men have given their lives. . . . Now when any doctrine arrives 
at that degree of authority, the name of it is a club which any demagogue may 
swing over you at any time and apropos of anything. In order to describe a doc- 
trine, we must have recourse to theological language. A doctrine is an article of 
faith. It is something which you are bound to believe, not because you have some 
rational grounds for believing it is true, but because you belong to such and such 
a church or demonination. . . . A policy in a state we can understand; for in- 
stance, it was the policy of the United States at the end of the eighteenth century 
to get the free navigation of the Mississippi to its mouth, even at the expense of 
war with Spain. That policy had reason and justice in it; it was founded in our 
interests; it had positive form and definite scope. A doctrine is an abstract prin- 
ciple; it is necessarily absolute in its scope and abstruse in its terms; it is a meta- 
physical assertion. It is never true, because it is absolute and the affairs of men 
are all conditioned and relative. . . . Now to turn back to politics, just think 
what an abomination in statecraft an abstract doctrine must be. Any politician or 
editor can, at any moment, put a new extension on it. The people acquiesce in 
the doctrine and applaud -t because they hear the politicians and editors repeat 
it, and the politicians and editors repeat it because they think it is popular. So it 
grows. . . . [It may mean anything or nothing, at any moment, and no one knows 
how it will be. You accede to it now, within the vague limits of what you suppose 
it to be; therefore, you will have to accede to it tomorrow when the same name 
is made to cover something which you never have heard or thought of. If you 
allow a political catchword to go on and grow, you will awaken some day to find 
it standing over you, the arbiter of your destiny, against which you are powerless, 
as men are powerless against delusions. . . . What can be more contrary to 
sound statesmanship and common sense than to put forth an abstract assertion 
which has no definite relation to any interest of ours now at stake, but which has 
in it any number of possibilities of producing complications which we cannot 
foresee, but which are sure to be embarrassing when they arise!® 


At the very beginning of colonial history, this conflict between self- 
interest and the crusading spirit was clearly recognized and decided in favor 
of the former by John Winthrop, the first governor of Massachusetts. In the 
words of Professor Edmund S. Morgan: 


Winthrop had many more occasions to notice how self-righteousness extinguished 
charity. It also blinded men to realities. He knew that New England depended 
on the outisde world in its new economy, and his heart was gladdened every 
time another ship splashed off the ways at Boston to carry New England codfish 
to markets where idolatrous Roman Catholics paid good money for them. He also 
knew, what a good foreign minister had to know, that righteousness endangered 





“War,” Essays of William Graham Sumner (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1934), Vol. 
1, pp. 169 
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his community when it produced a blind and undiscriminating defiance to sur- 
rounding evils. Thus, when his colleagues refused to aid Rhode Island against the 
Indians, he remarked that it was an error in state policy, for though the Rhode 
Islanders were “desperately erroneous and in such distraction among themselves 
as portended their ruin, yet if the Indians should prevail against them, it would 
be a great advantage to the Indians, and danger to the whole country by the 
arms, etc., that would there be had, and by the loss of so many persons and so 
much cattle and other substance belonging to above 120 families. Or, if they 
should be forced to seek protection from the Dutch, who would be ready to 
accept them, it would be a great inconvenience to all the English to have so 
considerable a place in the power of strangers so potent as they are.”” 


The Wars of Religion have shown that the attempt to impose one’s own 
religion as the only true one upon the rest of the world is as futile as it is 
costly. A century of almost unprecedented bloodshed, devastation, and bar- 
barization was needed to convince the contestants that the two religions could 
live together in mutual toleration. The two political religions of our time have 
taken the place of the two great Christian denominations of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries. Will the political religions of our time need the lesson 
of the Thirty Years’ War, or will they rid themselves in time of the universal- 
istic aspirations that inevitably issue in inconclusive war? 

Upon the answer to that question depends the cause of peace. For only 
if it is answered in the affirmative can a moral consensus, emerging from 
shared convictions and common values, develop—a moral consensus within 
which a peace-preserving diplomacy will have a chance to grow. Only then 
will diplomacy have a chance to face the concrete political problems that re- 
quire peaceful solution. If the objectives of foreign policy are not to be de- 
fined in terms of a world-embracing political religion, how are they to be 
defined? This is the fundamental problem to be solved once the crusading . 
aspirations of nationalistic universalism have been discarded. 


The Objectives of Foreign Policy Must Be Defined in Terms of the 
National Interest and Must Be Supported with Adequate Power 


This is the second rule of a peace-preserving diplomacy. The national 
interest of a peace-loving nation can only be defined in terms of national se- 
curity, and national security must be defined as integrity of the national ter- 
ritory and of its institutions.® National security, then, is the irreducible mini- 
mum that diplomacy must defend with adequate power without compromise. 
But diplomacy must ever be alive to the radical transformation that national 
security has undergone under the impact of the nuclear age. Until] the advent 
of that age, a nation could use its diplomacy to purchase its security at the 
expense of another nation. Today, short of a radical change in the atomic 





*Edmund S. Morgan, The Puritan Dilemma: The Story of John Winthrop (Boston: Little, 
Brown & Co., 1958), pp. 189, 190. 
*For a more extensive discussion of the relevant problems, see Chapter 24. 
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balance of power in favor of a particular nation, diplomacy, in order to make 
one nation secure from nuclear destruction, must make them all secure. With 
the national interest defined in such restrictive and transcendent terms, di- 
plomacy must observe the third of its rules. 


Diplomacy Must Look at the Political Scene from the Point of View 

of Other Nations 

“Nothing is so fatal to a nation as an extreme of self-partiality, and the 
total want of consideration of what others will naturally hope or fear.”” What 
are the national interests of other nations in terms of national security, and 
are they compatible with one’s own? The definition of the national interest in 
terms of national security is easier, and the interests of the two opposing 
nations are more likely to be compatible, in a bipolar system than in any other 
system of the balance of power. The bipolar system, as we have seen, is more 
unsafe from the point of view of peace than any other, when both blocs are 
in competitive contact throughout the world and the ambition of both is fired 
by the crusading zeal of a universal mission. “. . . Vicinity, or nearness of 
situation, constitutes nations’ natural enemies.” 

Yet once they have defined their national interests in terms of national 
security, they can draw back from their outlying positions, located close to, 
or within, the sphere of national security of the other side, and retreat into 
their respective spheres, each self-contained within its orbit. Those outlying 
positions add nothing to national security; they are but liabilities, positions 
that cannot be held in case of war. Each bloc will be the more secure the 
wider it makes the distance that separates both spheres of national security. 
Each side can draw a line far distant from each other, making it understood 
that to touch or even to approach it means war. What, then, about the inter- 
jacent spaces, stretching between the two lines of demarcation? Here the 
fourth rule of diplomacy applies. 


Nations Must Be Willing to Compromise on All Issues That Are Not 
Vital to Them 


All government, indeed every human benefit and enjoyment, every virtue and 
every prudent act, is founded on compromise and barter. We balance inconve- 
niences; we give and take; we remit some rights, that we may enjoy others; and 
we choose rather to be happy citizens than subtle disputants. As we must give 
away some natural liberty, to enjoy civil advantages, so we must sacrifice some 
civil liberties, for the advantages to be derived from the communion and fellow- 
ship of a great empire. But, in all fair dealings, the thing bought must bear some 
proportion to the purchase paid. None will barter away the immediate jewel of 
his soul. 





*Edmund Burke, “Remarks on the Policy of the Allies with Respect to France” (1793), Works, 
Vol. IV (Boston; Little, Brown, and Company, 1889), p. 447. 

'The Federalist, No. 6. 

*Edmund Burke, “Speech on the Conciliation with America,” loc. cit., Vol. I, p. 169. 
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Here diplomacy meets its most difficult task. For minds not beclouded by the 
crusading zeal of a political religion and capable of viewing the national inter- 
ests of both sides with objectivity, the delimitation of these vital interests 
should not prove too difficult. Compromise on secondary issues is a different 
matter. Here the task is not to separate and define interests that by their very 
nature already tend toward separation and definition, but to keep in balance 
interests that touch each other at many points and may be intertwined beyond 
the possibility of separation. It is an immense task to allow the other side a 
certain influence in those interjacent spaces without allowing them to be ab- 
sorbed into the orbit of the other side. It is hardly a less immense task to 
keep the other side’s influence as small as possible in the regions close to 
one’s own security zone without absorbing those regions into one’s own orbit. 
For the performance of these tasks, no formula stands ready for automatic 
application. It is only through a continuous process of adaptation, supported 
both by firmness and self-restraint, that compromise on secondary issues can 
be made to work. It is, however, possible to indicate a priori what approaches 
will facilitate or hamper the success of policies of compromise. 

First of all, it is worth noting to what extent the success of compromise— 
that is, compliance with the fourth rule—depends upon compliance with the 
other three rules, which in turn are similarly interdependent. As the compli- 
ance with the second rule depends upon the realization of the first, so the 
third rule must await its realization from compliance with the second. A na- 
tion can only take a rational view of its national interests after it has parted 
company with the crusading spirit of a political creed. A nation is able to 
consider the national interests of the other side with objectivity only after it 
has become secure in what it considers its own national interests. Compro- 
mise on any issue, however minor, is impossible so long as both sides are not 
secure in their national interests. Thus nations cannot hope to comply with - 
the fourth rule if they are not willing to comply with the other three. Both 
morality and expediency require compliance with these four fundamental 
rules. 

Compliance makes compromise possible, but it does not assure its suc- 
cess: To give compromise, made possible through compliance with the first 
three rules, a chance to succeed, five other rules must be observed. 


Five Prerequisites of Compromise 


Give Up the Shadow of Worthless Rights for the Substance of Real 

Advantage 

A diplomacy that thinks in legalistic and propagandistic terms is particu- 
larly tempted to insist upon the letter of the law, as it interprets the law, and 
to lose sight of the consequences such insistence may have for its own nation 
and for humanity. Since there are rights to be defended, this kind of diplo- 
macy thinks that the issue cannot be compromised. Yet the choice that con- 
fronts the diplomat is not between legality and illegality, but between political 
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wisdom and political folly. “The question with me,” said Edmund Burke, “‘is 
not whether you have a right to render your people miserable, but whether 
it is not your interest to make them happy. It is not what a lawyer tells me I 
may do, but what humanity, reason and justice tell me I ought to do. 73 


Never Put Yourself in a Position from Which You Cannot Retreat 

Without Losing Face and from Which You Cannot Advance Without 

Grave Risks 

The violation of this rule often results from disregard for the preceding 
one. A diplomacy that confounds the shadow of legal right with the actuality 
of political advantage is likely to find itself in a position where it may have a 
legal right, but no political business, to be. In other words, a nation may 
identify itself with a position, which it may or may not have a right to hold, 
regardless of the political consequences. And again compromise becomes a 
difficult matter. A nation cannot retreat from that position without incurring 
a serious loss of prestige. It cannot advance from that position without expos- 
ing itself to political risks, perhaps even the risk of war. That heedless rush 
‘ into untenable positions and, more particularly, the stubborn refusal to extri- 
cate oneself from them in time is the earmark of incompetent diplomacy. Its 
classic examples are the policy of Napoleon III on the eve of the Franco- 
Prussian War of 1870 and the policies of Austra and Germany on the eve of 
the First World War. Its outstanding contemporary example is the American 
involvement in Indochina. These examples also show how closely the risk of 
war is allied with the violation of this rule. 


Never Allow a Weak Ally to Make Decisions for You 

Strong nations that are oblivious to the preceding rules are particularly 
susceptible to violating this one. They lose their freedom of action by identi- 
fying their own national interests completely with those of the weak ally. Se- 
cure in the support of its powerful friend, the weak ally can choose the objec- 
tives and methods of its foreign policy to suit itself. The powerful nation then 
finds that it must support interests not its own and that it is unable to com- 
promise on issues that are vital not to itself, but only to its ally. 

The classic example of the violation of this rule is to be found in the way 
in which Turkey forced the hand of Great Britain and France on the eve of 
the Crimean War in 1853. The Concert of Europe had virtually agreed upon 
a compromise settling the conflict between Russia and Turkey, when Turkey, 
knowing that the Western powers would support it in a war with Russia, did 
its best to provoke that war and thus involved Great Britain and France in it 
against their will. Thus Turkey went far in deciding the issue of war and peace 
for Great Britain and France according to its own national interests. Great 
Britain and France had to accept that decision even though their national 





Speech on Conciliation with the Colonies” (1775), The Works of Edmund Burke (Boston: 
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interests did not require war with Russia and they had almost succeeded in 
preventing its outbreak. They had surrendered their freedom of action to a 
weak ally, which used its control over their policies for its own purposes. 


The Armed Forces Are the Instrument of Foreign Policy, Not Its Master 

No successful and no peaceful foreign policy is possible without obser- 
vance of this rule. No nation can pursue a policy of compromise with the 
military determining the ends and means of foreign policy. The armed forces 
are instruments of war; foreign policy is an instrument of peace. It is true that 
the ultimate objectives of the conduct of war and of the conduct of foreign 
policy are identical: both serve the national interest. Both however, differ 
fundamentally in their immediate objective, in the means they employ, and 
in the modes of thought they bring to bear upon their respective tasks. 

The objective of war is simple and unconditional: to break the will of the 
enemy. Its methods are equally simple and unconditional: to bring the great- 
est amount of violence to bear upon the most vulnerable spot in the enemy's 
armor. Consequently, the military leader must think in absolute terms. He 
lives in the present and in the immediate future. The sole question before 
him is how to win victories as cheaply and quickly as possible and how to 
avoid defeat. 

The objective of foreign policy is relative and conditional: to bend, not to 
break, the will of the other side as far as necessary in order to safeguard one’s 
own vital interests without hurting those of the other side. The methods of 
foreign policy are relative and conditional: not to advance by destroying the 
obstacles in one’s way, but to retreat before them, to circumvent them, to 
maneuver around them, to soften and dissolve them slowly by means of per- 
suasion, negotiation, and pressure. In consequence, the mind of the diplomat 
is complicated and subtle. It sees the issue in hand as a moment in history, 
and beyond the victory of tomorrow it anticipates the incalculable possibilities 
of the future. In the words of Bolingbroke; 


Here let me only say, that the glory of taking towns, and winning battles, is to 
be measured by the utility that results from those victories. Victories, that bring 
honour to the arms, may bring shame to the councils, of a nation. To win a battle, 
to take a town, is the glory of a general, and of an army. . . . But the glory of a 
nation is to proportion the ends she proposes, to her interest and her strength; 
the means she employs to the ends she proposes, and the vigour she exerts to 
both. 


To surrender the conduct of foreign affairs to the military, then, is to 
destroy the possibility of compromise and thus surrender the cause of peace. 
The military mind knows how to operate between the absolutes of victory and 
defeat. It knows nothing of that patient, intricate, and subtle maneuvering of 
diplomacy, whose main purpose is to avoid the absolutes of victory and defeat 
and meet the other side on the middle ground of negotiated compromise. A 


“Bolingbroke's Defence of the Treaty of Utrecht (Cambridge University Press: 1932), p. 95. 
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foreign policy conducted by military men according to the rules of the military 
art can only end in war, for “what we prepare for is what we shall get.”° 

For nations conscious of the potentialities of modern war, peace must be 
the goal of their foreign policies. Foreign policy must be conducted in such a 
way as to make the preservation of peace possible and not make the outbreak 
of war inevitable. In a society of sovereign nations, military force is a neces- 
sary instrument of foreign policy. Yet the instrument of foreign policy should 
not become the master of foreign policy. As war is fought in order to make 
peace possible, foreign policy should be conducted in order to make peace 
permanent. For the performance of both tasks, the subordination of the mili- 
tary under the civilian authorities which are constitutionally responsible for 
the conduct of foreign affairs is an indispensable prerequisite. 


The Government Is the Leader of Public Opinion, Not Its Slave 

Those responsible for the conduct of foreign policy will not be able to 
comply with the foregoing principles of diplomacy if they do not keep this 
principle constantly in mind. As has been pointed out above in greater detail, ® 
' the rational requirements of good foreign policy cannot from the outset count 
upon the support of a public opinion whose preferences are emotional rather 
than rational. This is bound to be particularly true of a foreign policy whose 
goal is compromise, and which, therefore, must concede some of the objec- 
tives of the other side and give up some of its own. Especially when foreign 
policy is conducted under conditions of democratic control and is inspired by 
the crusading zeal of a political religion, statesmen are always tempted to 
sacrifice the requirements of good foreign policy to the applause of the 
masses. On the other hand, the statesman who would defend the integrity of 
these requirements against even the slightest contamination with popular pas- 
sion would seal his own doom as a political leader and, with it, the doom of 
his foreign policy, for he would lose the popular support which put and keeps 
him in power. 

The statesman, then, is allowed neither to surrender to popular passions 
nor disregard them. He must strike a prudent balance between adapting him- 
self to them and marshaling them to the support of his policies. In one word, 
he must lead. He must perform that highest feat of statesmanship: trimming 
his sails to the winds of popular passion while using them to carry the ship of 
state to the port of good foreign policy, on however roundabout and zigzag a 
course. 


CONCLUSION 


The road to international peace which we have outlined cannot compete in 
inspirational qualities with the simple and fascinating formulae that for a cen- 


‘William Graham Sumner, op. cit., p. 173. 
"See pages 164 ff. 
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tury and a half have fired the imagination of a war-weary world. There is 
something spectacular in the radical simplicity of a formula that with one 
sweep seems to dispose of the problem of war once and for all. This has been 
the promise of such solutions as free trade, arbitration, disarmament, collec- 
tive security, universal socialism, international government, and the world 
state. There is nothing spectacular, fascinating, or inspiring, at least for the 
people at large, in the business of diplomacy. 

We have made the point, however, that these solutions, in so far as they 
deal with the real problem and not merely with some of its symptoms, pre- 
suppose the existence of an integrated international society, which actually 
does not exist. To bring into existence such an international society and keep 
it in being, the accommodating techniques of diplomacy are required. As the 
integration of domestic society and its peace develop from the unspectacular 
arid almost unnoticed day-by-day operations of the techniques of accomoda- 
tion and change, so the ultimate ideal of international life—that is, to tran- 
scend itself in a supranational society—must await its realization from the 
techniques of persuasion, negotiation, and pressure, which are the traditional 
instruments of diplomacy. . 

The reader who has followed us to this point may well ask: But has not 
diplomacy failed in preventing war in the past? To that legitimate question 
two answers can be given. 

Diplomacy has failed many times, and it has succeeded many times, in 
its peace-preserving task. It has failed sometimes because nobody wanted it 
to succeed. We have seen how different in their objectives and methods the 
limited wars of the past have been from the total war of our time. When war 
was the normal activity of kings, the task of diplomacy was not to prevent it, 
but to bring it about at the most propitious moment. ° 

On the other hand, when nations have used diplomacy for the purpose - 
of preventing war, they have often succeeded. The outstanding example of a 
successful war-preventing diplomacy in modern times is the Congress of Ber- 
lin of 1878. By the peaceful means of an accommodating diplomacy, that Con- 
gress settled, or at least made susceptible of settlement, the issues that had 
separated Great Britain and Russia since the end of the Napoleonic Wars. 
During the better part of the nineteenth century, the conflict. between Great 
Britain and Russia over the Balkans, the Dardanelles, and the Eastern Medi- 
terranean hung like a suspended sword over the peace of the world. Yet, 
during the fifty years following the Crimean War, though hostilities between 
Great Britain and Russia threatened to break out time and again, they never 
actually did break out. The main credit for the preservation of peace must go 
to the techniques of an accommodating diplomacy which culminated in the 
Congress of Berlin. When British Prime Minister Disraeli returned from that 
Congress to London, he declared with pride that he was bringing home 
“peace . . . with honor.” In fact, he had brought peace for later genera- 
tions, too; for a century there has been no war between Great Britain and 
Russia. 
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We have, however, recognized the precariousness of peace in a society 
of sovereign nations. The continuing success of diplomacy in preserving peace 
depends, as we have seen, upon extraordinary moral and intellectual qualities 
that all the leading participants must possess. A mistake in the evaluation of 
one of the elements of national power, made by one or the other of the lead- 
ing statesmen, may spell the difference between peace and war. So may an 
accident spoiling a plan or a power calculation.’ 

Diplomacy is the best means of preserving peace which a society of sov- 
ereign nations has to offer, but, especially under the conditions of contempo- 
rary world politics and of contemporary war, it is not good enough. It is only 
when nations have surrendered to a higher authority the means of destruction 
which modern technology has put in their hands—when they have given up 
their sovereignty—that international peace can be made as secure as domestic 
peace. Diplomacy can make peace more secure than it is today, and the world 
state can make peace more secure than it would be if nations were to abide 
by the rules of diplomacy. Yet, as there can be no permanent peace without 
a world state, there can be no world state without the peace-preserving and 
‘community-building processes of diplomacy. For the world state to be more 
than a dim vision, the accommodating processes of diplomacy, mitigating and 
minimizing conflicts, must be revived. Whatever one’s conception of the ul- 
timate state of international affairs may be, in the recognition of that need and 
in the demand that.it be met, all men of good will can join. 

If authority were needed in support of the conception of international 
peace presented in these pages, it can be found in the counsel of a man who 
committed fewer errors in foreign policy than any of his contemporaries—Sir 
Winston Churchill. Viewing with concern the contemporary scene in his 
speech to the House of Commons of January 23, 1948, and asking himself, 
“will there be war?” Mr. Churchill called for peace through accommoda- 
tion—as he had done in almost fifty speeches since the outbreak of the Cold 
War—when he said: 


I will only venture now to say that there seems to me to be. very real danger in 
going on drifting too long. I believe that the best chance of preventing a war is 
to bring matters to a head and come to a settlement with the Soviet Government 
before it is too late. This would imply that the Western democracies, who should, 
of course, seek unity among themselves at the earliest moment, would take the 
initiative in asking the Soviet for a settlement. 

It is idle to reason or argue with the Communists. It is, however, possible 
to deal with them on a fair, realistic basis, and, in my experience, they will keep 
their bargains as long as it is in their interest to do so, which might, in this grave 
matter, be a long time, once things are settled. .. . 

There are very grave dangers—that is all I am going to say today— in letting 
everything run on and pile up until something happens, and it passes, all of a 
sudden, out of your control. 





"See pages 174 ff., 223 ff. 
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With all consideration of the facts, I believe it right to say today that the 
best chance of avoiding war is, in accord with the other Western democracies, to 
bring matters to a head with the Soviet Government, and, by formal diplomatic 
processes, with all their privacy and gravity, to arrive at a lasting settlement. 
There is certainly enough for the interests of all if such a settlement could be 
reached. Even this method, I must say, however, would not guarantee that war 
would not come. But I believe it would give the best chance of coming out of it 
alive. 


“Parliamentary Debates (Hansard), House of Commons. Vol. 446, No. 48, pp. 562-3. 
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Adams, John 
1735-1826. Second President of the United States (1797-1801). Appointed one of 
the peace commissioners to France in 1777; one of the negotiators of the Treaty 
of Paris (1783) to end the American War of Independence; envoy to Great Britain 
(1785—88). As President, Adams prevented a war with France by a moderate, 
conciliatory policy. 

Adams, John Quincy 
1767-1848. Sixth President of the United States (1825-29). Minister to the Neth- 
erlands (1794—97) and to Prussia (1797-1801); U.S. Senator (1803-8); Minister to 
Russia (1809—14); helped draw up Treaty of Ghent (1814), ending the War of 1812; 
Minister to Great Britain (1815—17). As Secretary of State (1817—25) he played a 
large role in the enunciation of the Monroe Doctrine. 

Alabama Claims 
United States claims against England resulting from damage inflicted during the 
Civil War upon Northern ships by the Confederate cruiser Alabama, which had 
been built and fitted out in England. The claims were finally settled in 1871 by 
an arbitration tribunal meeting in Geneva. 

Alexander I 
Czar of Russia (1801-25). The failure of Napoleon's invasion left Alexander one of 
the most powerful rulers in Europe. Inspired by a strange combination of mysti- 
cism and reaction, he promoted the Holy Alliance. 

Alexander the Great 
King of Macedon, 336—23 B.c. Through the military conquest of Thrace, Illyria, 
and Egypt, and the invasion of Persia and northern India, Alexander became 
virtual master of the Mediterranean center of civilization. 

Angell, Norman 
1874-1967. British pacifist. He became famous through his popular book, The 
Great Illusion (1910), which presented the thesis that wars did not pay and drew 
the inference that if nations would only realize this there would be no more wars. 

Atlantic Charter 
Statement of general principles, signed by President Roosevelt and Prime Minis- 
ter Churchill in August 1941, setting forth the national policies of the United 
States and Great Britain with respect to the postwar world; included principles of 
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national self-determination, opposition to aggression, disarmament, and equal ac- 
cess to trade and raw materials. 
Augustus 
Adopted son and heir of Julius Caesar. First Roman Emperor (27 B.c.—a.D. 14); 
gained control of Italy, Africa, Sardinia, and Sicily; became sole ruler of the Ro- 
man world by defeating Anthony and Cleopatra at the battle of Actium (31 B.c.). 
Austerlitz, Battle of 
In 1805 at Austerlitz, in what is now Czechoslovakia, Napoleon I defeated the 
Russian and Austrian armies. Considered Napoleon’s most brilliant victory, this 
battle marked the peak of Napoleon's fortunes. 
Bacon, Francis (Viscount St. Albans) 
1561-1626. English philosopher. 
Baldwin, Stanley 
1867-1947. British Conservative leader; Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1922-23; 
Prime Minister, 1923—24, 1924—29, 1935-37. 
Barbarossa, Frederick 
Epithet of Frederick I, Holy Roman Emperor and King of Germany, 1152-90. 
Barrére, Camille E. P. 
1851-1940. French Ambassador to Italy (1897-1924). 
Barthou, Jean Louis 
1862-1934. French statesman. As Foreign Minister (1934) he sought to 
strengthen France’s relations with Russia, Great Britain, and the Little Entente. 
Bay of Pigs 
A part of the Cuban coastline where in 1961 2 group of Cuban refugees staged an 
invasion under American auspices and failed. 
Beard, Charles A. 
1874—1948. American historian and political scientist. 
Bene’, Eduard 
1887-1948. Czechoslovakian statesman. As Foreign Minister (1918-35) and Pre- 
mier (1921-22), he was largely responsible for the Little Entente and the Czech . 
alliance with France. Elected President in 1935; went into exile after Munich Pact 
(1938); headed provisional government during Second World War; re-elected 
President in 1946; resigned shortly after Communist coup of 1948. 
Bentham, Jeremy 
1748-1832. English philosopher and jurist; founder of the utilitarian school. 
Berlin, Congress of 
1878. Called by the signatories of the Treaty of Paris (1856), which ended the 
Crimean War, to reconsider the terms of the Treaty of San Stefano, forced on the 
Ottoman Empire by Russia earlier in 1878. 
Beveridge, Albert J. 
1862-1927. U.S. Senator (1889-1911) and biographer of John Marshall. As a pol- 
itician his fame rests upon his support of imperialism in international politics and 
the progressive movement in domestic politics. 
Big Stick Policy 
The characterization of a vigorous exercise of national power, derived from Pres- 
ident Theodore Roosevelt's (1901-9) famous dictum: “Speak softly, but carry a big 
stick.” 
Bismarck, Otto von 
1815-98. German statesman. Prussian Premier (1862—71) and German Chancellor 
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(1871~90); he united Germany under Prussian leadership and made the German 
Empire one of the great powers. 

Boer War 
1899-1902. War between British and Dutch colonists (called Boers) in South Af- 
rica. 

Bohlen, Charles E. 
1904— . American diplomat. Ambassador to the Soviet Union (1953—57). 

Bolingbroke, Henry St. John, Ist Viscount 
1678-1751. English Tory statesman and writer. 

Bose, Subhas Chandra 
1897-1945. Indian nationalist, jailed by the British for his Axis sympathies during 
the Second World War. He escaped, fled to Germany, and headed Japanese- 
sponsored “provisional government of India.” 

Bourbons 
Royal family, originally of France, with branches that ruled Spain, the Two Sici- 
lies, and Parma; ruled France, except during the French Revolution and the Na- 
poleonic era, from the end of the sixteenth century to 1848. 

Boxer Rebellion 
1900. Violent attacks on foreigners and Christians in China (especially Peking), 
perpetrated by an anti-foreign military organization known as the Boxers. 

Briand-Kellogg Pact 
A treaty, also called Pact of Paris, signed in 1928 by the United States and 43 
other nations, pledging the signatories to renounce war as an instrument of na- 
tional policy and to seek the settlement of international disputes by peaceful 
means only. Chiefly the work of United States Secretary of State Kellogg and 
French Foreign Minister Briand. 

Bright, John 
1811~—89. Member of British parliament. Libera] champion of the middle-class 
reform movement in England. 

Bryce, James 
1838-1922. English historian, statesman, diplomat, and jurist. Chiefly known in 
the United States for his classic study of American society and politics, The Amer- 
ican Commonwealth (1888) and his ambassadorship to the United States (1907— 
13). 

Bukharin, Nikolai I. 
1888—1938. Russian Communist; chief party theoretician after Lenin's death; 
member of Politburo; executed in 1938 purge. 

Burke, Edmund 
1729-97. British statesman and political philosopher of enlightened conserva- 
tism. 

Burns, John 
1858—1943. British socialist and member of Parliament (1892-1918). 

Caesar, Julius 
100-44 B.c. Roman statesman and general, who founded the Roman Empire. 

Calhoun, John C. 
1782-1850. American statesman and political philosopher. Defender of the inter- 
ests of the Southern planter aristocracy and author of the constitutional theory of 
nullification. Secretary of War (1817—25); Vice-President (1825~29); Secretary of 
State (1844—45). 
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Cambon, Jules M. 
1845-1935. French diplomat; brother of Pierre Pau] Cambon. Ambassador to the 
United States during the Spanish-American War, to Spain (1902-7), and to Ger- 
many (1907-14). 

Cambon, Pierre Paul 
1843—1924. French diplomat; brother of Jules Cambon. As Ambassador to En- 
gland (1898—1920) he helped to create the Entente Cordiale (1904) and the Anglo- 
Russian Agreement of 1907, and he encouraged England to enter the First World 
War. 

Canning, George 
1770-1827. British statesman; Prime Minister (1827); Foreign Secretary (1807-9, 
1822-27). 

Carthaginian Peace 
The destruction of Carthage effected by Rome in 146 B.c. at the end of the Third 
Punic War, 149-46 B.c. 

Castlereagh, Robert Steward, Marquess of Londonderry, Viscount 
1769-1822. British Tory statesman. Secretary of War (1805, 1807-9); Foreign 
Secretary (1811-22). 

Catherine the Great (Catherine 1) 

Czarina of Russia (1762—96). Expanded and strengthened the Russian Empire, 
chiefly at the expense of Turkey. 

Cato (the Elder) 

234—149 B.c. Roman statesman, implacable foe of Carthage; his influence helped 
to bring on the Third Punic War. 

Cavour, Camillo B. 

1810-61. Italian statesman, Premier of Sardinia (1852-59, 1860-61); achieved the 
political unification of Italy. 

Chaco War 
1932-35. War between Bolivia and Paraguay over possession of the Chaco terri- 
tory. 

Chamberlain, Joseph 
1836-1914. British statesman. As Colonial Secretary (1895-1903) he advocated 
imperial expansion, consolidation, and reform. 

Chamberlain, Neville 
1869-1940. English statesman; son of Joseph Chamberlain. As Prime Minister 
(1937—40) he was the outstanding advocate of a policy of “appeasement” toward 
the Axis; forced to resign after British debacle in Norway (April 1940). 

Charlemagne 
Emperor of the West (800-814); King of the Franks (768-814). 

Charlies Il 
King of England, Scotland, Ireland (1660-85). 

Charles V 
Emperor of Holy Roman Empire (1519-58) and (as Charles I) King of Spain 
(1516-56). 

Charles VIII 
King of France (1483~98). Invaded Italy in 1494; forced to retreat by league com- 
prising Ferdinand V of Spain, Emperor Maximilian I, Pope Alexander VI, and 
the rulers of Milan and Venice. 

Chesterfield, Philip Dormer Stanhope, 4th Eari of 
1694—1773. English statesman and author. 
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Churchill, Winston L. S. 
1874—1965. British statesman and author. First Lord of the Admiralty (1911-15, 
1939—40); held various cabinet posts before and after First World War; P-imc 
Minister (1940—45, 1951-55). 

Clausewitz, Karl von 
1780-1831. Prussian general and writer on military strategy. His. masterpiece, On 
War, has had an enormous influence on military strategy and tactics and the 
theory of war. 

Clemenceau, Georges 
1841-1929. French statesman, twice Premier (1906-9, 1917-19). Chief antagonist 
of Woodrow Wilson at the Paris Peace Conference (1919). 

Cobden, Richard 7 
1804-65. English statesman, leader in the liberal reform movement; especially 
concerned with the promotion of free trade. 

Colombo Pian 
A British Commonwealth plan, established in 1951, for co-operative economic 
development in South and Southeast Asia. 

Corneille, Pierre 
1606--84. French dramatist. 

Council of Europe 
International body created in 1949 by representatives of Great Britain, France, 
Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Ireland, 
and Italy; joined by Greece and Turkey in 1950. The Council aims, through the 
work of its Committee of Ministers and Consultative Assembly, to achieve a Eu- 
ropean federation. 

Covenant of the League of Nations 
Constitution of the League of Nations. 

Crimean War 
1854—56. War in which France, Great Britain, and Turkey were allied against 
Russia. The Treaty of Paris (1856), ending the war, placed the Danubian princi- 
palities under the joint guaranty of the great powers, neutralized the Black Sea, 
and pledged the signatories to respect the independence and integrity of Turkey. 

Cruce, Eméric 
1590-1648. In Le Nouveau Cynée (1623), Crucé envisioned a council of ambassa- 
dors, representing all monarchs and sovereign republics, which would judge in- 
ternational disputes by majority vote and enforce its decisions. 

Demosthenes 
384—322 s.c. Greatest of Greek orators, he warned the Athenians in his Philippics 
(351, 344, 341 s.c.) about the threat of Philip II's Macedon, which conquered 
Greece in 338 B.C. 

Descartes, René 
1596—1650. French philosopher. 

Diderot, Dénis 
1713-84. French philosopher and man of letters. 

Disraeli, Benjamin (Earl of Beaconsfield) 
1804—81. British statesman and author; Prime Minister (1867—68, 1874—80). Re- 
vitalized the Tory Party with a twofold policy of imperialism and democratic re- 
form. 

Elizabeth I 
Queen of England (1558-1603). 
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Erasmus, Desiderius 
1469-1536. One of the great humanists of the Renaissance. 

Eugene of Savoy 
1663-1736. The greatest military leader of his time and a great statesman in the 
service of Austria. 

European Defense Community 
Abortive proposal agreed upon in 1952 by France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, and Luxembourg, with the intention of creating a common defense 
force. 

European Payments Union 
Organization established in 1950 by members of the Organization for European 
Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in order to develop and liberalize inter-European 
exchanges. The Union, now replaced by the European Monetary Agreement, en- 
abled members to balance their accounts with the other member states by utiliz- 
ing any foreign currency to settle debit balances with any country. 

Farewell Address 
1796. President George Washington’s advice to his countrymen upon retiring 
from office at the end of his second administration. 

Fénelon, Francois 
1651-1715. French theologian and author; Archbishop of Cambrai. 

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb 
1762-1814. German philosopher. 

Foch, Ferdinand 
1851-1929. Marshal of France; from March 1918 on, chief of the unified Allied 
command during the First World War. 

Four Freedoms 
In his message to Congress proposing Lend-Lease (January 6, 1941), President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt stated that four freedoms should prevail everywhere in the 
world—freedom of speech, freedom of worship, freedom from want, and freedom 
‘from fear. . 

Fourteen Points 
President Woodrow Wilson's formulation of Allied war aims and of a general 
peace program, which he presented in an address to Congress, January 8, 1918. 

Francis I 
King of France (1515—47). 

Francis I 
Last Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire (1792—1806); first Emperor of Austria 
(as Francis I, 1804—35); King of Bohemia and Hungary (1792—1835). 

Franklin, Benjamin 
1706-90. American statesman, printer, scientist, and writer. One of the greatest 
diplomats of the American Revolution and the newborn nation; played a major 
role in gaining French recognition of the new republic (1778) and in negotiating 
peace with Great Britain in 1782. 

Frederick I (Frederick the Great) 
King of Prussia (1740-86). Through his brilliant military tactics, especially in the 
Wear of the Austrian Succession (1740—48) and the Seven Years’ War (1756—63), 
he made Prussia the foremost military power in Europe. 

Freeport, Sir Andrew 
One of the characters invented by Richard Steele and Joseph Addison as mouth- 
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pieces for their views on current affairs in the English daily Spectator, published 
in the early eighteenth century. 

DeGaulle, Charles 
1890-1970. French general and statesman. In the Second World War he opposed 
the Franco-German armistice in 1940, fed to England, and became leader of the 
Fighting French and of the French provisional government. In postwar France 
he was the leader of the nationalist-rightist party, R.P.F. (Rassemblement du Peu- 
ple Francais), and was elected in 1958 President of the Fifth Republic. 

Genoa, Republic of 
An Italian maritime power, which reached the peak of its strength in the 14th 
century. Annexed to France in 1805 and united with the Kingdom of Sardinia in 
1815. 

George III 
King of Great Britain and Ireland (1760-1820). 

George VI 
King of Great Britain (1936-52). 

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von 
1749-1832. German poet, dramatist, and novelist. 

_ Gogol, Nikolai V. 
1809-52. Russian novelist and playwright. 

Good Neighbor Policy 
A phrase that President Franklin D. Roosevelt chose to characterize his policy, 
begun under President Hoover's administration, of eschewing armed intervention 
in Latin America in favor of a program of friendly co-operation. 

Grey, Edward Grey, Ist Viscount 
1862-1933. British statesman. As Foreign Secretary (1905—16) he played a major 
role in the formation of the Triple Entente. 

Grotius, Hugo 
1583-~1645. Dutch jurist and humanist, the “father” of international law. Wrote 
the first systematic text on international law (De jure belli ac pacis). 

Guicciardini, Francesco 
1483-1540. Italian historian and diplomat. A follower of Machiavelli, Guicciardini 
is chiefly known for his history of the period of the Italian Wars (1492-1534). 

Guizot, Francois 
1787-1874. French historian and liberal statesman. 

Gustavus Adolphus 
1504—1632. King of Sweden; leader of the Protestants in the Thirty Years’ 
Wear. 

Hague Conventions 
Treaties, signed by the United States and other major powers, resulting from the 
Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907. Provided for a so-called Permanent 
Court of Arbitration, defined the laws and usages of land warfare, rights and ob- 
ligations of neutrals, etc. 

Hamilton, Alexander 
1757-1804. American statesman. Delegate to the Federal Constitutional Conven- 
tion, where he was a strong proponent of a centralized government; with Madison 
and Jay, author of Federalist Papers. As Secretary of the Treasury and a leader of 
the Federalist party during Washington's administration, Hamilton exercised 
great influence over foreign, as well as fiscal, affairs. 
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Hannibal 
247-182 8.c. Carthaginian general; invaded Italy by crossing the Alps in the Sec- 
ond Punic War (218—201 B.c.). 

Hapsburg 
Ruling house of Austria from 1282 to 1918; from it were chosen the Emperors of 
the Holy Roman Empire from 1438 to 1806. 

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich 
1770-1831. German philosopher. 

Henry I 
King of France (1547-59); continued the struggle of his father, Francis I, against 
Emperor Charles V and Charles's son, Philip II of Spain. 

Henry VIII 
King of England (15090—47). 

Hilferding, Rudolph 
1877-1941. German socialist and economist; Finance Minister (1923, 1928—29). 

Hobbes, Thomas 
1588—1679. English philosopher. 

Hobson, John A. 
1858-1940. English economist. 

Holy Roman Empire 
962~—1806. A Western European political entity claiming to be the successor to 
the Roman Empire, which was suspended in 476. Remained until the sixteenth 
century a European commonwealth, though European nations did not recognize 
its suzerainty. It lost virtually all political importance as a result of the Thirty 
Years’ War (1618—48), and was dissolved in 1808. 

Hull, Cordell 
1871-1955. U.S. Secretary of State (1933-44). 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
Autonomous institution affiliated with the United Nations. Its function is to make 
loans to member nations and foreign investors in order to facilitate productive . 
investinent, encourage foreign trade, and discharge international debts. 

International Bureau of Weights and Measures 
Intergovernmental organization established in 1875 to standardize weights and 
measures. Affiliated with the United Nations since 1949. 

International Civil Aviation 
Affiliate of the United Nations, organized in 1947; designed to expand interna- 
tional air trade and make it safer and more economical. 

International Danube Commission 
Established by Treaty of Versailles (1919) to administer the internationalized sec- 
tion of the river; repudiated by Germany in 1936 and dissolved in 1940. 

International Institute of Agriculture 
Founded in 1905, with the object of collecting and disseminating knowledge re- 
lating to agriculture. 

International Monetary Fund 
Autonomous organization, affiliated since 1947 with the United Nations; co-oper- 
ates closely with the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; 
designed to facilitate international trade, reduce inequities in exchange, and sta- 
bilize currencies. 

International Telecommunication Union 
Designed to maintain and extend international co-operation for the improvement 
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and rational use of all kinds of telecommunication. It was established in 1934 as 
an amalgamation of the International Telegraph Union, established in 1865, and 
the International Radiotelegraph Union, established in 1906. 
International Telegraph Union 
Established in 1865, this organization was the first important public international 
union. Became known as the Telecommunication Union in 1934; now a special- 
ized agency of the United Nations. 
James, William 
1842—1910. American philosopher and psychologist. 
Jay, John 
1745~—1829. President of the Continental Congress (1778); Minister Plenipoten- 
tiary to Spain on a mission to seek aid and recognition (1779); one of the commis- 
sioners to negotiate peace with Great Britain. Author, with Hamilton and Madi- 
son, of Federalist papers. Secretary of Foreign Affairs (1784—89); first Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court (1789-95). Concluded (1794) Jay's Treaty with England, 
settling difficulties arising out of violations of the Treaty of Paris (1783). 
Jefferson, Thomas 
1743-1826. Third President of the United States (1801~—9). Author of the Decla- 
ration of Independence; Governor of Virginia; served in Continental Congress; 
succeeded Franklin as Minister to France (1785); Secretary of State (1790-93). 
John of Salisbury 
ec. 1115-80. English scholastic philosopher. 
Kant, Immanuel 
1724-1804. German philosopher. 
Kautsky, Karl Johann 
1854—1938. Leading German-Austrian theoretician of socialism. 
Kennan, George F. 
1904— American diplomat and historian. Ambassador to the Soviet Union 


Began with the attack by North Korea on South Korea (June 1950) across the 38th 
parallel of latitude, the postwar dividing-line fixed by an agreement between Rus- 
sia and the United States. South Korea was joined by United Nations forces, 
under United States command, after the United Nations passed a resolution (June 
25) charging a breach of peace and demanding cessation of hostilities and with- 
drawal of North Korean forces. North Korea was joined by Chinese Communists 
in November 1950 when United Nations forces approached the Manchurian bor- 
der. In 1951 the battle lines were again stabilized at the 38th parallel. An armi- 
stice was concluded in July 1953. 

Laval, Pierre 
1883—1945. French politician; Premier (1931—32, 1935—36); virtual dictator of the 
Vichy government under Pétain (1942—45). After the Second World War he was 
executed for collaborating with the Germans. 

Lenin, V. I. 
1870-1924. Russian revolutionist and statesman; founder of Bolshevism, the Third 
International, and the Soviet Union. 

Leopold I 
King of Belgium (1831-65). 

i 

King of Belgium (1865-1909). 
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Little Entente 
Treaties of alliance concluded in 1920 and 1921 among Czechoslovakia, Rumania, 
and Yugoslavia for the common defense of the status quo of 1919. 

Lloyd George, David (ist Earl of Dwyfor) 
1863-1945. British statesman and Prime Minister during World War I. 

Locarno Treaties 
1925. Included a treaty of mutual guaranty of the Franco-German and Belgo- 
German frontiers (signed by Germany, France, Belgium, and by Great Britain 
and Italy as guarantors), various arbitration treaties, and a Franco-Polish and 
Franco-Czechoslovakian treaty for mutual assistance in case of attack by Germany. 
Created a brief period of international good feeling known as the “spirit of Lo- 
carno. 

Locke, John 
1632—1704. English philosopher. 

Long, Huey 
1893-1935. Governor of Louisiana (1928—31); U.S. Senator (1931-35). 

Louis XIV 
King of France (1643-1715). 

Louis XV 
King of France (1715-74). 

Louis XVI 
King of France (1774—92). 

Love, Alfred Henry 
1830-1913. American pacifist. 

Luxemburg, Rosa 
1870-1919. German Marxist; founded Spartacus Party in the First World War 
and aided in its transformation into the German Communist Party. 

Macedonian Empire 
Reached peak of its power during the reign of Alexander the Great in the third 
century B.c.; defeated, divided, and annexed by Rome in the second and first 
centuries B.C. 

Machiavelli, Niccold 
1469—1527. Italian political philosopher and statesman. 

Madison, James 
1751-1836. Author, with Hamilton and Jay, of Federalist Papers; Secretary of 
State (1801-8) under Jefferson, whom he succeeded as President (1809-17). 

Maginot Line 
System of fortifications along the eastern frontier of France; named for André 
Maginot, French Minister of War (1922-24, 1929-31), who began its construc- 
tion. Considered impregnable, the whole line became useless when the Germans 
turned it by means of the breakthrough at Sedan, which initiated the invasion of 
France in 1940. 

Mahan, Alfred Thayer 
1840-1914. American historian, naval officer, and publicist; formulated a doctrine 
of sea power, which exerted great influence in the United States, Great Britain, 
Germany, Japan, and Russia. 

Mahomet II 
1429-81. Ottoman sultan (1451-81); completed conquest of Byzantine Empire; 
founder of Ottoman Empire. 
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Maria Theresa 
Empress of Austria-Hungary (1740-80). 

Marx, Karl 
1818-83. German economist and social philosopher, who laid the theoretical 
foundation of modern socialism. 

Mazarin, Jules 
1602-61. French statesman; Cardinal of the Roman Catholic Church. Leading 
minister (1643-61) in the first period of Louis XIV's reign. 

Mediatization 
The act by which in the Holy Roman Empire the “immediate” relationship be- 
tween a state and the Empire was transformed into a “mediate” one through the 
intercession of a superior state, who represented from then on the mediatized 
state in its relations with the Empire. 

Metternich, Prince Klemens von 
1773—1859. Austrian Foreign Minister (1800-21), Chancellor (1821—48); took a 
major part in shaping the diplomacy of Europe during the Napoleonic Wars, and 
was the leading statesman of Europe from 1815 to 1848. 

Mill, John Stuart 
1806—73. English philosopher and economist. 

Minorities Treaties 
Treaties, concluded after the First World War, binding most of the states of Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe to protect minorities within their borders by assuring 
them liberty to practice their religions, speak their own languages, and educate 
their children in the minority cultures. The League of Nations was responsible for 
enforcing these stipulations. 

Morley, John, Viscount Morley of Blackburn 
1838-1923. English liberal statesman and man of letters. 

Munich Settlement 
September 1938. Marked the peak of the policy of “appeasement.” England, rep- 
resented by Neville Chamberlain, and France, represented by Edouard Daladier, 
surrendered to Hitler's demands and permitted Germany to occupy the Sudeten- 
land in Czechoslovakia. Although France and Britain guaranteed the new bound- 
aries, neither acted when Hitler took over all of Czechoslovakia in March 1939. 

Napoleon I 
1769-1821. Emperor of France (1804-15). 

Napoleon III 
1808—73. Emperor of France (1852—70); nephew of Napoleon I. As President of 
the Second Republic after the revolution of 1848 he made himself dictator and 
then Emperor; abdicated after defeat in the Franco-Prussian War (1870-71). 

Napoleonic Wars 
1796-1815. Wars waged by France, under Napoleon I's military and political 
leadership, against England, Austria, Prussia, Russia, and most of the other coun- 
tries of Europe at various times and in various combinations. Ended with Napo- 
leon’s defeat at Waterloo. 

National Socialists 
Members of the National Socialist German Workers Party (abbreviated to the 
term “Nazis’”), founded after the First World War and led by Hitler. 

Nehru, Jawaharlal 
1889~1964. A leader of the Indian independence movement; President of the 
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Indian National Congress since 1929; Prime Minister of independent India, 1947— 
1964. 

Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm 
1844-1900. German philosopher. 

Nine Power Treaty 
1922. The United States, Great Britain, Japan, and six other members of the 
Washington Conference bound themselves to respect the “sovereignty, the inde- 
pendence, and the territorial and administrative integrity of China,” and to up- 
hold the principle of the Open Door. 

North, Frederick North, 7th Baron 
1732-92. English Prime Minister (1770-82). 

Nuremberg Trials 

1945-47. Trials of Nazis for “war crimes” by an International Military Tribunal 

sitting in Nuremberg, Germany. 

Committee 


Senate committee (1934-36), headed by Senator Gerald P. Nye (North Dakota), 
formed to investigate the activities of bankers and munitions manufacturers in the 
First World War. It concerned itself chiefly with proving that war profiteers had 
been responsible for American intervention. The popularity of this thesis was re- 
flected in the neutrality legislation of 1935—37. 
Open Door 
United States policy toward China, originally promulgated by Secretary of State 
John Hay in 1899 in the form of identical notes to the great powers calling for the 
observation of equal commercial rights in China, and expanded by a similar note 
in 1900 upholding China’s territorial integrity and political independence as well. 
Paléologue, Maurice 
1849-1944. French diplomat and writer; Ambassador to Russia (1914-17). 
Palmerston, Henry John Temple, 3rd Viscount 
1784-1865. British Foreign Secretary (1830—41); Prime Minister (1855—58). 
Paris, Treaty of 
1856. See Crimean War. 
Peel, Sir Robert 
1788-1850. British Home Secretary (1822~27); Prime Minister (1834-35, 1841— 
46). 
Penn, William 
1644-1718. English Quaker; founder of Pennsylvania. In his Essay towards the 
Present and Future Peace of Europe (1693), Penn put forth the idea of a league 
of nations whose disputes would be settled by an international court of arbitration, 
Permanent Court of International Justice 
Otherwise known as the World Court. Established in 192], pursuant to the Cov- 
enant of the League of Nations; terminated in 1945 when its functions were trans- 
ferred to the International Court of Justice provided by the Charter of the United 
Nations. 
Peter the Great (Peter I) 
Czar of Russia (1682-1725); founder of the modern Russian state. 
Philip II 
King of Spain, Naples, and Sicily (1556—98), and (as Philip I) King of Portugal 
(1580-98). Philip's foreign policy was directed toward preserving Spanish hege- 
mony on the continent of Europe and securing the triumph of the Roman Church 
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over heresy. Undertook disastrous expedition against England, which resulted in 
the defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588. 

Pitt (the Younger), William 
1759-1806. English statesman; Prime Minister (1783—1801, 1804—6). 

Potsdam Agreement 
Result of a conference (1945) of the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great 
Britain at Potsdam, Germany. Transferred the chief authority in Germany to the 
American, Russian, British, and French occupation authorities and to a four- 
power Allied Control Council; laid down the terms of denazification, demilitari- 
zation, and democratization. Delivered, with the concurrence of China, a surren- 
der ultimatum to Japan. 

Proudhon, Pierre J. 
1809-65. French social philosopher. 

Punic Wars 
Wars between Carthage (whose language was called “Punic”), which controlled 
Northwest Africa and the Western Mediterranean, and Rome. First Punic War, 
264-241 B.c. Second Punic War, 218-201 s.c. Third Punic War, 149-146 B.c. 
Ended in the destruction of Carthage and the ascendance of Rome as the greatest 
power in the Western world. 

Quisling 
Traitor or fifth columnist. The term is derived from Vidkun Quisling, a Norwegian 
fascist leader who helped Germany prepare the conquest of Norway in 1940 and 
was later made Premier. Executed in 1945. 

Racine, Jean 
1639-99. French dramatist. 

Radiotelegraph Union 
Established in 1906; amalgamated with the International Telegraph Union to form 
the present International Telecommunication Union. 

Reform Acts 
Three bills (1832, 1867, 1884), which reformed the British electoral system and 
extended the franchise. 

Regensburg, Diet of 
A permanent congress of the envoys of the princes of the Holy Roman Empire 
(1663— 1806). 

Rhinebund 
A league of German princes formed in 1806 under the leadership of Napoleon I. 

Richelieu, Armand Jean du Plessis, Duc de 
1585-1642. French statesman; controlled the government as minister (1624—42) 
of Louis XIII; Cardinal of the Roman Catholic Church. 

Robespierre, Maximilien Marie Isidore 
1758-94. As head of the Jacobins, an extremist republican group, he instigated 
the Reign of Terror during the French Revolution and became virtual dictator of 
France, before he himself was executed. 

Rousseau, Jean Jacques 
1712—78. French philosopher. 

Rucellai, Bernardo 
1449-1514. Italian historian and diplomat. 

Russo-Finnish War 
1939-40. Began with a Russian attack on Finland (November 30, 1939); ended 
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one hundred days later with the collapse of Finnish resistance. In the peace treaty 
of March 12, 1940, Finland ceded to the U.S.S.R. the Karelian Isthmus, the city 
of Viipuri, a naval base, and territories totaling 16, 173 square miles, with a pop- 
ulation of 450,000. 
Saint-Pierre, Charies I. C., Abbé de 

1658-1743. French social philosopher. In his Project of Perpetual Peace (1713) he 
advocated an international court of arbitration, the renunciation of war, and a 
league of Christian states, bound together in a perpetual alliance for mutual se- 


curity. 

Salisbury, Robert Arthur Talbot Gascoyne-Cecil, 3rd Marquess of 
1830-1903. British Foreign Secretary under Disraeli (1878-80); Prime Minister 
(1885, 1886-92, 1895-1902). 

Salt 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Seven Years’ War 
1756-63. World-wide war fought in Europe, North America, and India between 
France, Austria, Russia, Saxony, Sweden, and (after 1762) Spain on one side and 
Prussia, Great Britain, and Hanover on the other; originated in the colonial rivalry 
between France and England and the struggle for supremacy in Germany be- 
tween Austria and Prussia. ; 

Sombart, Werner 
1863-1941. German economist and sociologist who started out as a Marxist, then 
turned sharply against Marxism, and ended up as a supporter of National Social- 
ism. 

Spanish Succession, War of the 
See Treaty of Utrecht. 

Spencer, Herbert 
1820-1903. English philosopher. 

Stare decisis 
The doctrine of adhering to precedents in applying the same principle of law to 
similar situations. 

Sternberg, Fritz 
1895-1963. Marxist writer. 

Stoics 
Adherents of the philosophy of Stoicism, founded by Zeno at the beginning of the 
third century B.C. 

Sully, Maximilien de Béthune 
1560-1641. French statesman. His Grand Design was a plan for the federation of 
all Christian nations. 

Sumner, William Graham 
1840-1910. American sociologist and economist; professor of political and social 
science at Yale University. 

Suzerainty 
The political control of one state over another, which preserves all outward attri- 
butes of sovereignty. 

Tacitus, Cornelius 
c. 55-120. Roman historian. 

Talleyrand, Charles Maurice de 
1754-1838. French Foreign Minister (1797-9, 1800-7, 1814-15). 
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Teheran Conference 
Meeting in 1943 of Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin at Teheran, Iran; reached 
agreement on scope and timing of the invasion of France and operations against 
Germany. 

Thiers, Louis Adolphe 
1797-1877. French statesman, journalist, and historian. Three times Premier; 
first President of the Third Republic (1871—73). 

Third Republic of France 
Lasted from France’s defeat in the Franco-Prussian War (1871) to the formation 
of the Vichy government under the German occupation in 1940. 

Thirty Years’ War 
1618-48. A general European war, fought mainly in Germany; essentially a war 
of petty German princes and foreign powers—France, Sweden, Denmark, Eng- 
land—against the Holy Roman Empire, as represented by the Hapsburgs in Aus- 
tria, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Spain, as well as a religious war of 
Protestants against Catholics. 

Thucydides 
c. 460-400 s.c. Athenian historian. 

Titulescu, Nicholas 
1883-1941. Rumanian statesman. As Foreign Minister (1927—36) he championed 
the French-sponsored policy of collective security and was one of the architects 
of the Little Entente with Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. 

de Tocqueville, Alexis 
1805~59. French statesman, political theorist, and historian. After a visit to the 
United States in 1831, he wrote Democracy in America (1835—40), a penetrating 
analysis of the nature of American democracy and of democracy in general. 

Trajan 
Roman Emperor (98-117). 

Troppau, Congress of 
1820. International conference called by Metternich, under the provisions of the 
Holy Alliance, to consider means of suppressing the liberal uprisings against the 
kings of Sicily and Spain. 

Truman Doctrine 
Outlined by President Truman in an address to Congress (March 1947) in support 
of the Greek-Turkish aid bill. The policy that came to be known as the Truman 
Doctrine calls, in effect, for the “containment” of Communism by giving aid to 
governments seeking to repel “totalitarian aggression.” 

United Nations Economic and Social Council 
Constituent organ of the United Nations with the function of investigating inter- 
national economic and social questions and reporting to the General Assembly 
and other United Nations organs for action. 

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization 
Established in 1946, with the object of bettering the conditions of rural life, im- 
proving agricultural production and distribution, and raising the level of nutrition. 

United Nations Trusteeship Council 
Supervises control of non-self-governing territories according to the Charter of the 
United Nations; consists of members administering trust territories, and an equal 
number of other member nations (including always the permanent members of 
the Security Council). 


638 Historical Clossary 


Universal Postal Union 
Established in 1875 with headquarters in Bern, Switzerland; became a specialized 
agency of the United Nations in 1947. 

UNRRA 
United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, founded in 1943 to give 
aid to countries ravaged by the war; discontinued European operations in 1947; 
dissolved in 1949. 

Urban II 
Pope (1088-99). 

Utrecht, Treaty of 
Concluded the War of the Spanish Succession (1701-4) after the defeat of France 
by England and Holland. 

Vattel, Eméric de 
1714-67. Swiss philosopher and jurist; leading authority on international law. 

Venice, Republic of 
One of the great maritime powers of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, whose 
ambassadors developed diplomacy into a great art. Venice united with the King- 
dom of Italy in 1866. 

Verona, Congress of 
1822. Last nference under provisions of Quadruple Alliance; called to consider 
what to do about a revolution in Spain. The Congress decided, against the oppo- 
sition of the English Foreign Secretary, Canning, to send a French army to sup- 
press this uprising. 

Versailles, Treaty of 
The principal treaty terminating the First World War. 

Victoria 
Queen of England (1837-1901) and Empress of India (1876-1901). 

Vienna, Congress of 
1814-15. Peace conference following the Napoleonic Wars, at which the great 
powers—aAustria, Russia, Prussia, Great Britain, and France—agreed upon ter- 
ritorial and political terins of settlement. 

Voltaire — 
1694—1778. French philosopher and author. 

Wagram, Battle of 
At Wagram, Austria, in 1809, Napoleon I won one of his most brilliant victories. 
Six days later Austria was forced to conclude an armistice. 

Weber, Max 
1864—1920. Most influential German sociologist. 

Weimar, Republic of 
1919-33. The German state that was established under a democratic federal con- 
stitution passed by a constitutional assembly in the city of Weimar. 

Wellington, Arthur Wellesley, Ist Duke of 
1769-1852. British soldier and statesman. Commander of British and allied armies 
in the wars against Napoleon (1808—15); won his most famous victory at Waterloo 
(1815); Prime Minister (1828—30); Foreign Secretary (1834-35). 

Westphalia, Treaty of 
1648. General settlement terminating the Thirty Years’ War; ended the power of 
the Holy Roman Empire, with France emerging as the dominant European 


power. 


Historical Glossary 639 


-_ 


William I 
1859-1941. German Emperor (1888~1918). 

William I 
1650-1702. King of England, Scotland, and Ireland (1689-1702). 

William the Conqueror (William 1D 
1027-87. King of England (1066-87). 

Wilson, Woodrow 
1856-1924. Twenty-seventh President of the United States (1913—2]). 

Wolsey, Thomas 
1472-1530. English statesman and Cardinal of the Roman Catholic Church; Privy 
Councilor and Lord Chancellor of Henry VIII. 

World Health Organization 
United Nations specialized agency, established in 1948. Its object is “the attain- 
ment by all peoples of the highest level of health.” 

Yalta (or Crimea) Agreement 
Result of a meeting (1945) of Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin at Yalta, Crimea, 
U.S.S.R.; complete text not disclosed until 1947. Set forth the terms for the oc- 
cupation of Germany, pledged the establishment of a new Poland on a democratic 
basis, and bound the signatories to give joint assistance to countries liberated from 
Nazi domination, enabling them to establish, through “free elections,” govern- 
ments “responsive to the will of the people.” Announced a formula for big-power 
voting in the United Nations, and committed the Soviet Union to enter the war 
against Japan in return for the restoration of certain territories lost in the Russo- 
Japanese War (1904-5), and joint Chinese-Soviet operation of the Chinese-East- 
ern railway. 
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